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ABSTRACT 
 This research examined how individuals define authenticity and how their different 
definitions affect their preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions, employing 
quantitative methodology. Authenticity has been explored in a wide range of tourist activities, 
from traditional tourist activities like visiting museums or historic sites to more popular activities 
like shopping or watching sports. Due to its contextual, fluid nature and expansive range of 
connotations, the concept of authenticity is still controversial and has generated numerous 
discussions among tourism scholars. Moreover, to date, the concept of authenticity has been 
limited to conceptual and interpretative research, and has not been sufficiently examined through 
quantitative research methods. The objective of my dissertation was to illuminate three main 
inquires about authenticity in tourism: first, what are the various definitions of authenticity held 
by tourists; second, how does authenticity influence the tourist experience; and third, what is the 
relationship between object- and subject-oriented authenticity. To accomplish this, I developed 
an Object-oriented Authenticity Scale and a Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale.  
 In the first phase, I used Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online labor market 
where researchers can list tasks with associated monetary rewards, to collect 316 questionnaires. 
The resulting scale development revealed four valid definitional constructs in the context of 
tourism for object-oriented authenticity: Traditional Authenticity, Scientific Authenticity, 
Contemporary Authenticity, and Denial of Authenticity; and three valid definitional constructs 
for subject-oriented authenticity: Self-Discovery, Self-Involvement, and Human Relationship. 
Using the same data, I developed two additional scales, a Preference for Urban Tourism Scale 
and a Proffered Urban Attractions Scale. In the next phase, I utilized descriptive statistics, 
confirmatory factor analysis, correlation analysis, and step-wise multiple regression analysis with 
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the four scales developed in the prior phase to examine how respondents’ various definitions of 
authenticity influence their tourist experiences in urban areas. I collected another 470 
questionnaires, employing MTurk. The results showed that the seven definitional constructs of 
authenticity predicted unique variances in the preference for urban tourism and preferred urban 
attractions.  
 Nineteen key findings emerged from the three inquires about authenticity in tourism. 
With respect to definitions of authenticity in tourism, I found that: 1) the definitional constructs 
related to subject-oriented authenticity were more important to respondents than were those 
related to object-oriented authenticity; 2) the conventional definition of object-oriented 
authenticity involved two distinct constructs, Traditional Authenticity and Scientific Authenticity, 
whereas previous studies have largely considered object-oriented authenticity to be a one-
dimensional construct; 3) there is a definitional construct of object-oriented authenticity, 
Contemporary Authenticity, never previously validated; 4) Denial of Authenticity is a valid 
definitional construct of object-oriented authenticity; 5) Local Authenticity is not a valid 
definitional construct of object-oriented authenticity, even though many scholars have assumed it 
to be; 6) Self-Awareness and Free Expression, which many psychologists have distinguished in a 
more general context as two separate constructs of subject-oriented authenticity, were found to 
constitute only one distinct construct, Self-Discovery, within the tourism context; and 7) two 
conceptual constructs of subject-oriented authenticity, Self-Involvement and Human 
Relationship, are valid, distinct authenticity definitional constructs. 
 With respect to the influence of authenticity in tourism, I found that: 1) the definitional 
constructs of authenticity did not serve as strong predictors of the preference for urban tourism 
and for preferred urban attractions; 2) respondents’ preference for urban tourism was positively 
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influenced by Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, and Self-Discovery; 3) the 
current findings with respect to the influence of Traditional Authenticity and Scientific 
Authenticity on the preferred urban attractions is consistent with previous studies; 4) 
Contemporary Authenticity and Denial of Authenticity influence the preference for Everyday 
Spaces, Shopping and Entertainment Sites, and Night Spots; 5) the definitional construct of Self-
Discovery only influences the preference for Night Spots; 6) the definitional construct of Self-
Involvement is the most influential factor affecting respondents’ preference for all six types of 
urban attractions; 7) the definitional construct of Human Relationship influences the preference 
for Shopping and Entertainment Sites and Everyday Space, while it has a negative impact on the 
preference for Historic Sites and Museums; 8) most tourists prefer to visit shopping and 
entertainment sites, even though they hold quite different definitions of authenticity. 
 There are four findings regarding the relationship between object- and subject-oriented 
authenticity: 1) tourists are likely to experience authenticity about toured objects and about 
getting in touch with their authentic selves to a similar extent; 2) there was no significant 
interaction between object- and subject-oriented authenticity in shopping, entertainment, nature-
based sites, and night spots; 3) tourists’ definition of subject-oriented authenticity was 
significantly more influential in their preference for historic sites, museums, folk sites, ethnic 
sites, and everyday spaces than their definition of object-oriented authenticity; and 4) tourists’ 
definition of object-oriented authenticity was not significantly influential in their definition of 
subject-oriented authenticity in any urban tourism setting. 
 The current findings provide six important implications: 1) the concept of authenticity, 
in particular how individuals define authenticity, still plays an important role in originating, 
constructing, and characterizing the tourist experience; 2) the tourist experience is more 
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significantly affected by what allows individuals to get in touch with their authentic selves than 
by what allows them to admit the authenticity of toured object; 3) many tourists think of 
authenticity in terms of the degree to which they are involved in the attractions; this definitional 
construct of authenticity more strongly affects their preference for the attractions than any other 
definitional constructs of authenticity, regardless of attraction type; 4) in the context of tourism, 
the concept of authenticity includes the everyday contemporary reality of destinations; 5) in 
tourism settings, the concept of subject-oriented authenticity, particularly how individuals 
identify and express their authentic selves, is closely associated with the concept of liminality; 
and 6) the current study provides some findings about particular types of urban attractions in 
terms of authenticity. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The traveler sees what he sees, the tourist sees what he has come to see. 
Gilbert K. Chesterton 
1.1 Background 
 Imagine that you are a tour planner working for a Korean inbound travel agency. You 
were recently informed by your supervisor that a group of 30 American tourists is scheduled to 
visit Seoul in the summer of 2013. Seoul is the capital of South Korea, and one of the largest 
metropolises on earth, with a population of roughly 10 million. The supervisor has instructed you 
to plan an urban tourism program that will allow international tourists to have an "authentic 
experience" during their weeklong trip to Seoul. Unfortunately, you do not have much 
information about their background or motivation to visit Seoul. As a hardworking tour planner 
who truly wants to provide an excellent program, you are likely to face several challenges due to 
the complicated if not conflicting meanings of the term "authentic." What you do know is that 
the tourists will assign significance to their experience, and you want to consider what possible 
meanings they will seek or create for themselves out of the experience. 
 First, your supervisor may be wrong to assume that all tourists really want to have an 
"authentic experience." Some may be interested in that, while others may not. Second, even if 
you assume that everybody wants an "authentic experience," you still do not know whether they 
want an "authentic experience" of Seoul or an "authentic experience" of themselves while they 
are there, or both. Their expectations may be focused more on the genuine, unique culture of the 
city, or alternatively, it may be for an extraordinary experience that brings them closer to being in 
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touch with their authentic selves. Third, even if you knew they were interested in having an 
"authentic experience" of the city itself, you still may be uncertain as to whether they want to 
experience traditional Seoul, as seen in historic sites and folk museums, or contemporary Seoul, 
as reflected in highly developed cityscapes, shopping complexes, or a myriad of other things. 
Finally, even if the tourists were only seeking to encounter their authentic selves, you would not 
know what types of experiences they would regard as "authentic experiences." Do they want to 
express their personality freely, find their spiritual roots, or make true friendships? In addition, 
although they may not care much about having an "authentic experience" of the city, you still 
may wonder whether they can have an "authentic experience" of themselves independent of 
experiencing the authenticity of the city they are visiting. 
 This short hypothetical analysis of American tourists addresses many of the highly 
complex issues that tourism scholars who focus their research on the notion of authenticity have 
discussed over the last several decades. Since Boorstin (1964) and MacCannell (1973, 1976) 
initially discussed authenticity in the tourism context, the concept has been central to 
understanding the tourist experience. However, as revealed in the tour planner's dilemma in the 
hypothetical situation posed above, the concept of authenticity is still controversial and has 
generated lively discussion among tourism scholars, addressing three main areas of inquiry. The 
first inquiry is related to the various approaches to authenticity in tourism, namely, objectivist, 
constructivist, existentialist, and postmodernist (Baudrillard, 1983, 1991; Boorstin, 1964; Bruner, 
1994; Cohen, 1979, 1988; Eco, 1986; Kim & Jamal, 2006; MacCannell, 1973, 1976; Selwyn, 
1996; Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Taylor, 2001; Wang, 1999). The second inquiry asks the 
degree to which tourists seek authenticity and make decisions based on it (Baudrillard, 1983, 
1991; Boorstin, 1964; Cohen, 1979; Eco, 1986; MacCannell, 1973; Pearce & Moscardo, 1986; 
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Urry, 1990; Wickens, 2002). The third inquiry seeks the distinction or interface between object- 
and subject-oriented authenticity (Belhassen et al., 2008; Kim & Jamal, 2006; Lau, 2010; 
Reisinger & Steiner, 2006; Selwyn, 1996; Steiner & Reisinger, 2006a, 2006b; Wang, 1999). 
Previous scholarship in several postmodern academic fields, including semiotics, 
symbolic interactionism, and human geography, are timely and helpful to address the three 
questions stemming from the relationship between authenticity and tourist experiences. Lash and 
Urry (1994) asserted that postmodern tourists regard their experiences as “merely a series of 
games with multiple texts and no single authentic experience” (p. 275). His arguments are in line 
with Charles Peirce's semiotic theory, in which "the meaning(s) of any object in the world is 
multivalent, [and] richly contextual" (Metro-Roland, 2011, p. 2). Furthermore, this process is 
closely linked to the concept of "place" as discussed among human geographers, such as 
Lefebvre (1991), Relph (1976), and Tuan (1977), who argued that place is a "portion of 
geographical space occupied by a person or thing, and thus given meaning" (Tuan, 1977, p. 23). 
Their insightful arguments, albeit through different theoretical orientations, all imply that tourism 
has been built on the meaning given to objects, sites, attractions, landmarks, destinations, and 
landscapes. By extension, the tourist experience is a symbolic act of meaning-making or 
"signification," in which individuals imbue the concept of “authenticity” with different meanings.  
Given the multidimensionality of authenticity in urban tourism, as reflected in the initial 
hypothetical situation presented, it is not surprising that tourism scholars who are interested in 
authenticity particularly focus on the urban tourist experience. Indeed, cities are full of many 
popular tourist attractions, such as riverside parks, historical sites, museums, commercial 
districts and restaurants. In addition, people do not visit cities solely for recreational purposes, 
but rather accomplish a wide range of purposes, including conducting business, purchasing 
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goods and services, watching sports games, participating in conferences, and visiting friends and 
family. Ashworth and Page (2011) suggested that urban tourism offers "a variety of products and 
experiences to people who have a wide range of motivations, preferences and cultural 
perspectives" (p. 3). 
The complicated and multifaceted nature of tourist experiences in urban areas 
increasingly provokes controversy and highlights the complexities surrounding authenticity. 
Zukin (1995) suggested that urban development is likely to reclaim the notion of authenticity by 
creating "fictitious" historic cores (p. 19). Hannigan (1998) also argued that in contemporary 
cities, "the space between authenticity and illusion recedes" as entertainment technologies 
"produce a new generation of attractions" (p. 4). Both of these arguments reveal that the cultural 
identity of a city is never stable but is continually changing; therefore, urban tourists feel 
confused about, if not abandoned by, the concept of authenticity. Simultaneously, considering the 
wide range of urban attractions and of individuals' various motivations to visit cities, urban areas 
offer comprehensive research fields, encompassing many types of contemporary tourism 
activities; consequently, urban tourism provides a suitable heuristic framework to statistically 
address core questions regarding the multidimensional concept of authenticity associated with 
various tourism activities.  
 
1.2 Problem Statement 
 The concept of authenticity has long served as a research framework for understanding 
the tourist experience. A few decades ago, Redfoot (1984) asserted that "the touristic quest for 
authenticity leads one deeper and deeper into the reality experience of other people" (p. 304). 
Wang (1999) similarly considered "authenticity-seeking as the foundation of tourist motivations" 
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to explain a wide spectrum of tourist phenomena (p. 366). More recently, Yeoman, Brass, and 
McMahon-Beattie (2007) predicted that future tourists will select their destinations and 
attractions as a function of "how real they perceive the product/service offering to be" (p. 1129). 
Seminal works by Boorstin (1964), Cohen (1972), MacCannell (1973, 1976), and, subsequently, 
Bruner (1994), Cohen (1979, 1988), Selwyn (1996), and Wang (1999), and, even more recently, 
by Belhassen et al. (2008), Kim and Jamal (2006), Lau (2010), Reisinger and Steiner (2006), and 
Steiner and Reisinger (2006a, 2006b), among others, have argued that the concept of authenticity 
is a useful theoretical tool for exploring various aspects of the tourist experience. To be sure, 
these scholars' efforts have contributed considerably to our understanding of the concept of 
authenticity, by fiercely arguing from different perspectives about the diverse meanings explicit 
or implicit in the multi-dimensional idea of authenticity. 
However, considering the current status of authenticity research associated with 
contemporary tourism phenomena, there are two major problems that require further scholarly 
attention. First, numerous new research questions are emerging regarding authenticity, since that 
concept, which has historically been associated with artifacts and aspects of traditional heritage, 
has been increasingly applied to a wide range of tourist experiences, such as pilgrimages, 
festivals, local food, medical tourism, and shopping (Belhassen et al., 2008; Cook, 2010; Kim & 
Jamal, 2006; Robinson & Clifford, 2012). Metro-Roland (2011) pointed out that it is increasingly 
complicated to predict which site will provide an "authentic experience" to the contemporary 
tourist, since "the scope of what can be an object of interest for the tourist has grown 
tremendously to include heritage, kitsch, tragedy and general oddity" (p. 33). Furthermore, 
Cohen (2008) argued that “instead of being concerned with the origins of supposedly real 
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attractions,” the postmodern tourist or “post- tourist” has motivations that are in “a process of 
flux,” resigning to “the futility of a quest for authenticity in the contemporary world” (p. 331). 
The second problem with current authenticity-related research is that many research 
projects address authenticity in the qualitative realm, since the concept has long been regarded as 
a matter of philosophical, anthropological, or cultural inquiry rather than as a quantifiable 
concept in tourism studies. Steiner and Reisinger (2006b) asserted that the concept of 
authenticity is “a muddled amalgam of philosophical, psychological, and spiritual concepts, 
which reflects its multifaceted history.” (p. 299). Therefore, even though numerous new 
qualitative findings have been provided by tourism scholars, these are not supported by sufficient 
quantitative evidence. Moreover, a few recent attempts to statistically analyze the concept of 
authenticity, such as Chabra (2003, 2008, 2010), Kolar and Zabkar (2010), Littrell, Anderson, 
and Brown (1993), Robinson and Clifford (2012), Sedmak and Mihalic (2008), and Waller and 
Lea (1998), have been limited to particular types of traditional tourist destinations, attractions, or 
products like museums, souvenirs, or ethnic food, failing to encompass various contemporary 
tourism phenomena. 
Consequently, there is currently a dearth of validated and reliable measurements of 
authenticity that illuminate the concept’s expansive connotations. In particular, previous scholars 
have mostly focused their authenticity measurements on the authenticity of objects, namely 
whether and to what extent toured objects are authentic. Even though some measurements 
included the concept of existential authenticity, they ignored the multi-dimensional nature of 
subject-related authenticity discussed by many scholars, particularly by Steiner and Reisinger 
(2006b) and Wang (1999), and failed to encompass the broader perspectives of social 
psychologists and other scholars outside of field of tourism. Furthermore, all of these previous 
7 
 
attempts have been designed to measure on a single scale both subject-related and object-related 
authenticity, which are in fact quite distinct types of authenticity. Hence, using a single scale 
inevitably missed important underlying dimensions of the complex concept. 
Accordingly, anchored in the theoretical concept of signification discussed in several 
postmodern academic fields, including semiotics, symbolic interactionism, and human geography, 
I propose in the current study that cities and urban areas offer the best opportunities for tourists 
to redefine the concept of authenticity. They also offer the most appropriate research field for 
scholars to examine how the concept of authenticity is challenged, negotiated, perceived, and 
altered in contemporary tourism markets, as tourists construct various meanings about their 
urban experiences. Indeed, cities are full of attractions that tourists want to visit, such as historic 
urban cores, museums, and shopping venues. Furthermore, as regional and global nodal points, 
urban areas are strongly influenced by various contemporary dynamics, such as globalization, 
commercialism, and urbanization. Therefore, urban areas and tourism phenomena occurring 
there make fruitful subjects of research for those who want to address core questions surrounding 
the concept of authenticity in contemporary tourism. (Ashworth & Page. 2011; Edwards, Griffin 
& Hayllar, 2008; Law, 1992, 2002; Metro-Roland, 2011). 
 
1.3 Research Objectives 
The objective of my dissertation was to illuminate three questions about authenticity in 
tourism that have been the subject of controversy among scholars to date: first, what are the 
various definitions of authenticity held by tourists; second, how does authenticity influence the 
tourist experience; and third, what is the relationship between object- and subject-oriented 
authenticity. To accomplish this objective, I developed new scales, namely an Object-oriented 
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Authenticity Scale and a Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale, and examined the relationship 
between authenticity and urban tourist experiences using these scales. In this dissertation, I made 
three assumptions: 1) the concept of authenticity includes two different connotations, namely 
object-oriented and subject-oriented authenticity, although they may interact in the tourist 
experience; 2) the urban tourist experience is a symbolic example of the "signification process" 
through which various urban tourists assign different meanings to their experiences based on 
their different understandings of authenticity; 2) cities and urban areas are the most appropriate 
spaces for tourism researchers who want to observe how various definitions of authenticity exist 
and work in contemporary tourism markets. 
 
1.4 Research Questions 
 
I. What are the various definitions of authenticity in the context of tourism? 
1-1 What are the underlying dimensions of object-oriented authenticity in the context of tourism? 
1-2 What are the underlying dimensions of subject-oriented authenticity in the context of tourism? 
1-3 To what degree do respondents think of authenticity in terms of these dimensions? 
 
II. How does authenticity influence the tourist experience? 
2-1 How do respondents’ various definitions of authenticity influence their preferences for urban 
tourism? 
2-2 How do respondents’ various definitions of authenticity influence the types of urban attractions 
individuals prefer to visit? 
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III. What is the relationship between object- and subject-oriented authenticity in the context of 
tourism? 
3-1 What is the relationship between object- and subject-oriented authenticity in general? 
3-2 What is the relationship between object- and subject-oriented authenticity in particular urban 
destinations? 
 
1.5 Research Framework 
 To achieve the research objective, this dissertation consists of six chapters: 1) the 
Introduction aims to describe the background, significance, and objective of this dissertation; 2) 
the Literature Review provides an extensive review of previous scholarly work on the central 
concepts in this dissertation; 3) the Methodology is described in terms of the overall 
methodological framework of this dissertation; 4) Phase I describes to present the procedure and 
results of scale development; 5) Phase II presents the procedure and results of quantitative 
analysis; and 6) the Discussion and Conclusion provides the answers to the research questions 
and discusses implications.      
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Figure 1.1 Research Framework 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Postmodern Tourism as Signification 
 
Until I spoke his name, he had been no more than a mere gesture. 
When I spoke his name, he came to me and became a flower. 
Flower, a poem by Kim Chun-Su 
 
 Humans live in an environment that combines a multitude of objective features. Human 
interaction with objective reality is “consciousness,” through which an individual recognizes 
physical things and then analyzes and evaluates those things. In this process, an individual 
imbues the things with different meanings according to his or her cultural background, beliefs, 
perspectives, interests, expectations, and desires (Blumer, 1966; Teasdale & Jennett, 1974). 
Loseke (1999) asserts that “humans live in two worlds: the physical world and the world of 
meaning” (p. 13). Crotty (1998) similarly suggests that “the world and objects in the world may 
be in themselves meaningless; yet they are our partners in the generation of meaning and need to 
be taken seriously” (p. 44).  
Early tourism scholars largely concentrated on the physical environment in any 
particular tourism setting rather than on the subjective experience of the individual tourists in 
that setting. They regarded modern tourists as passive observers of tourist attractions (Boorstin, 
1964; MacCannell, 1973, 1976). However, for the last several decades, as the importance of the 
individual's experience has been stressed, the subjective aspects of tourism have been 
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increasingly illuminated by tourism scholars (McIntosh & Prentice, 1999; Kim & Jamal, 2006; 
Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Uriely, 2005; Urry, 1990; Wang, 1999; Wickens, 2002). As a result, 
current tourism studies consider tourist experiences as symbolic processes in which individuals 
produce diverse meanings about the physical environment as well as about their activities 
(Beedie, 2008; Bruner, 1994; Edensor, 2001; Franklin, 2004, McIntosh & Prentice, 1999; Metro-
Roland, 2011; Olsen, 2002; Pernecky, 2012). 
Indeed, many tourism studies are implicitly or explicitly rooted in the basic assumption 
that the tourist experience is a process of meaning-making or signification, addressing such 
subjects as tourist motivation, tourist satisfaction, tourist behavior, destination image, 
marketing/promotion, and authenticity (Colton, 1987; Dann, 1981; Metro-Roland, 2011; Uriely, 
2005; Urry, 1990; Wang, 1999; Wearing & Wearing, 1996; Wickens, 2002). Recent scholarship 
in tourism has also provided much empirical evidence that an individual's experience, motivation, 
behavior, satisfaction, and loyalty in any given tourism setting is closely linked to his or her own 
socio-cultural background, worldviews, images, desires, dreams, and fantasies about that tourist 
attraction or activity (Bansal & Eiselt, 2004; Crompton, 1979; Crompton & McKay, 1997; Dann, 
1981; Fodness, 1994; Jang & Wu, 2006; McIntosh, Goeldner, & Ritchie, 1995; Oh, Uysal, & 
Weaver, 1995; Santos, 2004; Yoon & Uysal, 2005). 
The process of meaning-making in tourism can be better understood in light of previous 
scholarship in other post-modern academic fields, including semiotics, symbolic interactionism, 
and human geography. Semiotics, in particular, provides the necessary breadth and depth for 
more fully understanding the role of the meaning-making process in the tourist experience, since 
Semioticians have investigated the processes of “signification,” how meanings are created and 
how reality is represented (Chandler, 2002). Focusing on the importance of interpretation to 
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signification, Peirce (1958) argues that all reasoning is an interpretation of signs of some sort, 
emphasizing the relevance of the self in the generation of meaning from signs. For him, human 
beings have no direct experience, but merely an indirect knowledge of reality that is 
accomplished through signs. Rooted in Peirce's semiotic theory, Metro-Roland (2011) suggestes 
that “tourists by the very fact of their traveling to different places are attuned to semiosis, 
interpreting street signs, monuments, architectural details and manhole covers among other 
things” (p. 140). 
 Likewise, symbolic interactionists, such as Goffman (1959, 1974), Malone (1997), and 
Sirgy (1982), believed that a physical reality does not exist independent of an individual's social 
definition of it. They argued that each individual constructs a personal interpretation of physical 
reality from a number of potentially useful alternatives. For example, Malone (1997) suggests 
that “there is no simple sign,” arguing that the “information, intention, and meaning” of reality 
are dependent on “self-presentation and sense-making” (p. 145). Wearing and Wearing (2001) 
points out that symbolic interactionism does not necessarily regard tourists as “rational” 
individuals, but rather as ones who demonstrate “spontaneity, originality and creativity” (p. 148). 
Emphasizing the concept of “frame,” Goffman (1974) and Santos (2004) suggest that an 
individual's daily situation consists of “a series of frames based on the individual’s prior 
experiences and knowledge” (Santos, 2004, p. 123). This “framing” requires individuals to 
“locate, perceive, identify, and label” (Goffman, 1974, p. 21) the flow of information around 
them.  
 Similarly, human geographers, such as Lefebvre (1991), Relph (1976), and Tuan (1974, 
1977), elucidate the process of meaning-making in their concept of place. For them, place is not 
only embodied within physical locales, but is likewise replete with symbolic meanings, 
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emotional attachments, and feelings that individuals hold about a given setting. Lefebvre (1991) 
focus on the production of space, suggesting that spaces are inhabited by interacting individuals 
and embody social meanings derived from the individuals. He proposes that in the representation 
process, physical spaces are overlaid with various symbolic meanings, including all signs, 
theories, discourses and ideologies. Emphasizing individuals' perception, cognition, and affection 
for place, Tuan (1974) explained that human experiences are the process through which 
individuals construct their reality that is “clarified and understood from the perspectives of the 
people who have given it meaning” (p. 387). Similarly, Relph (1976) suggests that place cannot 
independently exist but must be explored in terms of how people experience it. Relph (1976) 
denies “discernible limit to the diversity of identity of place” (p. 61), arguing that “various forms 
of space lie within a continuum that has direct experience at one extreme and abstract thought at 
the other extreme” (p. 9). 
 In this regard, some tourism scholars, such as Beedie (2008), Lash and Urry (1994), 
Saarinen (2004), Stedman (2003), Uriely (2005), Wearing and Wearing (2001), provide timely 
and appropriate suggestions. Uriely (2005) illustrates four characteristics of postmodern tourism: 
“a turn from differentiation to de-differentiation of everyday life and touristic experiences; a shift 
from generalizing to pluralizing conceptualizations; a transformed focus from the toured objects 
to the tourist subjective negotiation of meanings; and a movement from contradictory and 
decisive statements to relative and complementary interpretations” (p. 209). His 
conceptualization of postmodern tourism emphasized the need for understanding multivalent and 
subjective meanings produced by individual tourists. Based on Meethan's (2001) earlier 
discussion, Beedie (2008) also argues that previous tourism research has largely failed to address 
“the interrelationship of the material and the symbolic constructions of space”; therefore, future 
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tourism research should illuminate both “the phenomenal environment of empirical facts” and 
“our interpretations and perceptions of these spaces and their infrastructure” (p. 40). Stedman 
(2003) also asserts that in order to address the “paradox” of places, researchers should pay 
attention to “an empirical investigation into the relationship between aspects of the physical 
environment, and its meanings” (p. 673).  
 Their arguments suggested that tourism settings were understood as repositories of a 
complex set of personal, social, and cultural constructions, which are central to identity as 
individual tourists draw on the range of values, symbols, and social processes to describe 
themselves. Wearing and Wearing (2001) asserts that the tourist is “a subjective, cumulative, 
non-essentialist, but embodied and emotional” self, who “constructs and reconstructs the tourist 
experience in interaction with significant others, significant reference groups” (p. 152). Saarinen 
(2004) similarly points out that a tourism destination is “open to signification and to struggles 
over its representations and meanings” (p. 172). Accordingly, tourism scholars must pay close 
attention to the “signification process” through which contemporary urban tourists create 
significance and meaning from their experiences, distinguishing them from the experiences of 
other tourists. 
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2.2 Authenticity in Tourism 
 
If men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences. 
William Isaac Thomas 
 
  The term authenticity is deeply problematic and supremely slippery. It is an extremely 
expansive concept, associated with a wide range of normative concepts like genuineness, 
truthfulness, sincerity, integrity, honesty, and uniqueness. This term can mean different things to 
different individuals in different contexts; nevertheless, the term has been widely used in the 
context of daily life as well as in many academic fields, such as psychology, philosophy, 
anthropology, museum studies, consumer studies, and tourism studies, where diverse debates and 
analyses have generated a plethora of definitions of authenticity (Belhassen et al., 2008; Cohen, 
1979, 1988, 2008; Ferrara, 1997; Handler, 1986; Kim & Jamal, 2007; Lau, 2010; Olsen, 2002; 
Pearce & Moscardo, 1986; Selwyn, 1997; Reisinger & Steiner, 2006;Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; 
Taylor, 2001; Wang, 1999). 
Despite these various perspectives, few scholars would deny that the concept of 
authenticity is a cultural construct of the Western world, which tends to assign normative, fixed, 
and dichotomous categories to complex and nuanced concepts for pragmatic reasons. In other 
words, the rise of the normative ideal of authenticity reflects a modern confusion over the 
distinction between fact and norm, real and ideal, particular and universal (Beck, 1992; Berger & 
Kellner, 1974; Bruner, 1994; Cahoone, 1996; Cohen, 1979; Ferrara, 1997; Olsen, 2002; Taylor, 
2001). Ferrara (1997) argues that the concept of authenticity "challenges the early-modern kind 
17 
 
of generalizing universalism" by replacing it with "a new exemplary universalism based on the 
model of reflective judgment" (p. 77). 
Similarly, regarding the relationship between authenticity and tourism, scholars tend to 
focus on "differentiation," a primary feature of the modern condition that is replete with and 
revealed in contradiction, conflict, violence, fragmentation, and discontinuity, all of which is 
produced by the structured knowledge of modern science (Beck, 1992; Cahoone, 1996; Ferrara, 
1997; Fogarty, 2005). In modern society, individuals are likely to experience alienation from 
various types of differentiation; to overcome their alienating experiences in everyday life, 
modern individuals seek authentic experiences from traveling. Hence, for modern individuals on 
vacation, authenticity is the ideal, the norm, the universal value. Yet, even though it appears to be 
the deepest and most significant motivator for tourists, in fact, tourism is relational, contextual, 
and socially constructed; it is particular, not universal (Bruner, 1994; Cohen, 1979, 1988, 2008; 
Dann, 1981; Kim & Jamal, 2007; McIntosh & Prentice, 1999; Olsen, 2002; Pearce & Moscardo, 
1986; Reisinger & Steiner, 2006; Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Wang, 1999). 
In fact, before tourism scholars applied the concept of authenticity to tourism 
phenomena, the concept of authenticity had long been discussed and developed in two separate 
academic realms: museum studies and existential philosophy. Indeed, the authenticity of precious 
objects, such as artifacts, treasures, or artwork, has been the primary concern among scholars, 
curators, and experts in museum-related fields. They are likely to employ the term authenticity to 
describe whether an object is genuine, real, unique, or valuable. Trilling (1972) explains that the 
museum-linked concept of authenticity asks "whether objects of art are what they appear to be or 
are claimed to be, and therefore ... worth the admiration they are being given" (p. 93). 
Meanwhile, existentialists focus their philosophical interests on "human existence," questioning 
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how an individual can be true to one's own self. For these thinkers, authenticity is considered to 
be an essential prerequisite for encountering one's true self. So, they asked an individual to be 
faithful to "one's inner or true self" rather than to "socially determined definitions of [one's] 
identity" (Handler, 1986, p. 3). 
 Despite the paradoxical nature of authenticity, there is no denying that the concept of 
authenticity has served a prominent role in understanding tourist experiences, and diverse 
debates and analyses have generated a surfeit of literature in this field (Belhassen & Caton, 2006; 
Fillitz & Saris, 2013; Lau, 2010; McIntosh & Prentice, 1999; Selwyn, 1997; Taylor, 2001; Wang, 
1999). Belhassen and Caton (2006) argue that in spite of various conflicts in academia and newly 
emerging post-modern activities, the concept of authenticity is still "alive and well in the minds 
of many tourists, tourism brokers, and members of host communities" (p. 856). Furthermore, 
McIntosh and Prentice (1999) argue that tourists are likely to create and affirm their own 
"personal meanings" of "authenticity," which they derive from an "enjoyable and mindful or 
stimulating interaction with the attraction setting" (p. 608). Accordingly, considering the ideal of 
authenticity in the modern tourist's mind, I assume that the concept of authenticity offers us 
“productive ambiguities” (Fillitz and Saris, 2013, p. 1), playing an important role in the 
signification process through which individual tourists imbue particular experiences with 
subjective meaning. 
 Before engaging in the empirical analysis of the role of authenticity in tourism, a 
comprehensive review of existing literature on authenticity as it has been understood among 
tourism scholars is critical. In tourism studies, three core issues have arisen with respect to the 
concept of authenticity. First, there are numerous philosophical approaches to the concept, which 
must be distinguished and analyzed. Second, researchers have sought to identify the degree to 
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which authenticity in fact plays a role in the tourist setting. Third, significant controversy exists 
between the concepts of subject-oriented authenticity and object-oriented authenticity, the 
dimensions of which will need to be fleshed out. 
 
2.2.1. Approaches to Authenticity in Tourism 
 Objectivist Approach 
 The objectivist (modernist or essentialist) approach assumes that there is a realm of 
"truth" and "reality," where tourists are able to experience objective authenticity of a toured 
object. This perspective is rooted in the binary thinking of Western philosophy that delineates 
and contrasts opposites such as presence/absence, mind/body, rational/emotional, and 
authentic/inauthentic. This modernist sense of authenticity is based on a dichotomy, whereby the 
pre-modern is cast as authentic, while the modern is considered to be inauthentic. Anchored in 
positivism and empiricism, objectivists tend to believe that authenticity of objects has a tangible 
quality that can be determined by an objective and undistorted standard (Boorstin, 1964; Kim & 
Jamal, 2007; Lau, 2010; MacCannell, 1973, 1976; Reisinger & Steiner, 2006; Relph, 1976). 
 Criticizing commercialized mass tourism, Boorstin (1964) argues that modern tourists 
have difficulty experiencing authenticity, but usually only see a "pseudo event," which is 
superficial, inauthentic, elaborately commoditized, and contrived solely for pleasing and 
satisfying tourists' desire (p. 22). He also argues that in the "age of contrivance," individuals 
cannot experience "uncorrupted authenticity," which is associated with "one expression of our 
desperate hunger for the spontaneous, for the non pseudo event" (Boorstin, 1964, p. 255). His 
argument is in line with objectivist perspectives, supporting that tourist experiences can be 
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authentic only when the toured object is authentic and that there is a certain standard of 
authenticity. 
 Likewise, employing Goffman’s (1959) dichotomy of front and back stage, MacCannell 
(1973, 1976) analogizes tourism settings to front and back stage, suggesting that the back stage is 
the authentic space where people live their everyday lives while the front stage is the false and 
inauthentic space that is put on specifically for tourists. He assertes that tourists are unfortunately 
victims of "staged authenticity," where everything is commoditized and distorted to meet the 
needs of tourists (MacCannell, 1973). His belief in the existence of "back stage" reveals that 
there is a realm of authentic "life as it is really lived" where tourists are able to experience the 
objective authenticity of toured objects (p. 592). Moreover, his conceptualization of authenticity 
reflects the modern and Western myths of "the Primitives" who do not "suffer from anxiety about 
the authenticity of their lives" (MacCannell, 1976, p. 93). 
 The dichotomous approach to authenticity is also found in Relph's (1976) concept of 
authenticity. He suggests that place can be clearly divided into two types: spaces that evoke an 
authentic sense of place and spaces that do not. He argues that an "authentic attitude" toward 
places is "a direct and genuine experience of the entire complex of the identity" unmediated by 
"social and intellectual fashions" and "stereotyped conventions" (Relph, 1976, p. 64). He asserts 
that "the prevalent mode of existence in industrialized and mass society" makes places 
inauthentic, providing specific examples involving kitsch, big business, central authorities, 
economic systems, and tourism (Relph, 1976, p. 81). In particular, Relph (1976) identifies 
tourism as one of the most influential contemporary sources contributing to placelessness, 
suggesting that the landscape of tourism is a prime example of "other-directed architecture," 
designed for outsiders, spectators, passers-by, and consumers (p. 93). 
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 Constructivist Approach 
 Constructivist (social-constructionist) approaches assume that a toured object is never 
inherently authentic and does not have an objectively measurable quality. In opposition to the 
binary nature of authenticity in the objectivist view, constructivists suggest that the concept of 
authenticity is the result of social construction and therefore is relational, contextual, and 
negotiable through a projection of tourists' cultural backgrounds, beliefs, perspectives, interests, 
expectations, and desires. Focusing on the pluralistic nature of tourist experiences, scholars with 
constructivist approaches believe that authenticity of a tourist object is not a primitive, static, 
fixed concept, but rather a social process in which competing perspectives argue for their own 
socio-cultural interpretation of the toured object (Bruner, 1994; Cohen, 1979, 1988; McIntosh & 
Prentice, 1999; Kim & Jamal, 2007; Lau, 2010; Moscardo, 1986; Olsen, 2002; Reisinger & 
Steiner, 2006; Taylor, 2001; Wang, 1999). 
 Cohen (1988) asserts that the concept of authenticity is an eminently modern value of a 
binary opposition and claims that authenticity is "not a primitive given but has to allow for the 
possibility of its gradual emergence in the eyes of visitors to the host culture." (p. 379). His 
concept of "emergent authenticity" explained that authenticity can be transformed and emerge 
with the presence of tourists but that it is not completely destroyed by commoditization since 
authenticity has no objective quality (Cohen, 1988, p. 379). For him, authenticity of toured 
objects cannot be determined by experts' objective judgment, but rather it is relative, negotiable, 
and constructed through social and cultural context of a given society (Cohen, 1988).  
 Similarly, Bruner (1994) agrees that there is no absolute or static authenticity, but that 
culture is always in process. According to him, objective authenticity of toured objects is "an 
essentialist vocabulary of origins and reproductions that is central in Western thought" (Bruner, 
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1994, p. 408). Instead, he suggests that authenticity is not a real and objective phenomenon, 
discernible empirically, but rather depends on dreams, images, preferences, or expectations 
projected onto toured objects and individual tourists' interpretation of history or time. Focusing 
on the concept of authenticity as "a struggle, a social process," he asserts that authenticity is no 
longer "a property inherent in an object, forever fixed in time" but rather should be seen as "a 
matter of power, of who has the right to authenticate" (Bruner, 1994, p. 408). 
 In addition, regarding the concept of authenticity as a "dangerous ideological component 
of Western modernism," Taylor (2001) argues that the Western concept of authenticity is closely 
related to a "physical and technocratic conception of Time" (p. 9). According to Taylor, the 
concept of authenticity is applied in tourism industries to "create the impression of temporal 
distance" between toured objects and tourists (Taylor, 2001, p. 9). He further introduces the 
notion of "sincerity," suggesting that the discussion surrounding authenticity needs to shift its 
focus to understanding tourist experience "as embodying communicative events" involving 
social actors (Taylor, 2001, p. 8).  
 
 Post-modernist Approach 
 Similar to the constructivist approach, a post-modernist approach is also likely to focus 
on the subjective nature of authenticity. In addition and more radically, post-modern scholars 
argue that the notion of authenticity is in fact irrelevant to many tourists in postmodern society, 
where the real and the false are so blurred. Considering the plethora of hyper-reality in post-
modern society, these scholars suggest that accelerating globalization, advancing technology, and 
marketing strategies serve to the deconstruct authenticity by eliminating the absolute boundary 
between the real and the fake. Hence, they tend to abandon any existing knowledge of 
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authenticity altogether because it is meaningless. For them, post-modern tourist experiences 
cannot be understood in an analytic framework of authenticity (Baudrillard, 1983, 1991; Eco, 
1986; Urry, 1990). 
 According to Baudrillard (1983, 1991), in post-modern society, all reality and meaning 
are replaced by symbols and signs, and the human experience is a simulacra of reality rather than 
reality itself. He explains that things no longer have an original function or utility value, but 
rather signs and images communicate their meaning to others. For him, contemporary tourist 
attractions attempt "to reinvent the real as fiction, precisely because the real has disappeared 
from our lives" (Baudrillard, 1991, p. 311). His understanding of post-modernism implies that 
the concept of authenticity is subverted, if not entirely collapsed, in contemporary tourist 
experiences, whereby "the contradictory process of true and false, of real and the imaginary, is 
abolished in this hyperreal logic of montage" (Baudrillard, 1983, p. 122) 
 Eco (1986) also provides a Post-modernistic description of the contemporary tourist and 
deconstructs the traditional conception of authenticity. He argues that Post-modern tourist sites 
are garish reproductions of other times and places but offers "the realer-than-real reconstruction 
to the authentic" (Eco, 1986, p. 32). To explain the characteristics of Post-modernism, he often 
gives extreme instances of hyper-real tourist attractions in America, such as the Hearst castle, 
Las Vegas, and Disneyland, stating that it is irrelevant whether the spaces are either real or false 
since they are "born from nothing, out of pure imitative determination" (Eco, 1986, p. 40). He 
also points out that juxtaposing the real and the fake in the same spaces is "one of the most clever 
resources of the Absolute Fake" that makes tourists more confused about authenticity of toured 
objects (Eco, 1986, p. 52).  
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 2.2.2 Authenticity and Tourists 
 Do tourists seek authenticity? 
 Tourism researchers have long paid scholarly attention to what causes individuals to 
travel and to participate in tourist activities. In particular, since this inquiry is fundamental to 
understanding tourist behavior, it serves as an attractive subject for those who are engaged in 
tourism destination development and marketing. Therefore, employing conceptual, quantitative, 
and qualitative methodologies, these scholars have suggested that tourists leave their homes in 
response to psychological needs and have identified various types of tourist motivation, 
including relaxation, knowledge, escape, excitement, adventure, novelty, togetherness, self-
esteem, self-actualization, and prestige (Bansal & Eiselt, 2004; Crompton, 1979; Crompton & 
McKay, 1997; Dann, 1981; Fodness, 1994; Jang & Wu, 2006; McIntosh et al., 1995; Oh, Uysal, 
& Weaver, 1995; Yoon & Uysal, 2005). 
 This issue has frequently been discussed among scholars, whose research focuses on the 
concept of authenticity in tourism settings. They suggest that the concept of authenticity is 
closely linked to the underlying, deeper desires of tourists rather than to any other type of tourist 
motivation (Belhassen et al., 2008; Cohen, 1979, 1988; Kim & Jamal, 2007; Steiner & Reisinger, 
2006a; Reisinger & Steiner, 2006; Wang, 1999). MacCannell (1973) asserts that "the motive 
behind a pilgrimage is similar to that behind a tour: both are quests for authentic experiences" (p. 
593). His apt analogy is in line with his later argument that tourists have "a desire to go beyond 
the other 'mere' tourists to a more profound appreciation of society and culture ... all tourists 
desire this deeper involvement with society and culture to some degree; it is a basic component 
of their motivation to travel" (MacCannell, 1976, p. 35). 
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  Nevertheless, these scholars have different opinions regarding the degree to which 
tourists really seek authenticity. They are divided into three groups: First, some scholars, such as 
MacCannell (1973, 1976), have argued that authenticity embodies the fundamental desires of 
tourists that motivate them to travel and to participate in tourist activities. Second, some scholars, 
such as Boorstin (1964) and Urry (1990), albeit through different theoretical orientations, 
conversely argued that tourists do not seek authenticity on vacation. Finally, some scholars, such 
as Cohen (1979, 1988) and Pearce and Moscardo (1986), regard authenticity as one of many 
tourist motivations and argue that tourists are interested in authenticity to different degrees.  
 MacCannell (1973, 1976) argues that the quest for authenticity is a chief motivation of 
tourism. He believed that "touristic consciousness is motivated by its desire for authentic 
experience" because modern tourists can no longer find authenticity in their everyday lives 
(MacCannell, 1976, p 101). According to him, tourists are dissatisfied with their everyday lives, 
which are saturated with the artificial and characterized by inauthentic experiences that are 
contrived and alienating. Hence, he says tourists are likely to seek "the pristine, the primitive, the 
natural, that which is as yet untouched by modernity," although what they actually experience is 
only "staged authenticity" contrived to seem authentic by the host (MacCannell, 1976, p. 160). 
Therefore, his understanding of tourist motivation is closely linked to tourists' quest for 
authenticity, which is a desire to "penetrate the true inner workings of other individuals or 
societies" (MacCannell, 1973, p. 592) 
 In contrast to MacCannell (1973, 1976, 2001), Boorstin (1964) distinguishes modern 
tourists from old time travelers who searched for authentic experiences. For him, tourists are 
"pleasure seeker[s]" and "passive" whereas travelers are "active" and "of adventure" and "of 
experience" (Boorstin, 1964, p. 85). He describes tourists as those who are content to experience 
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"pseudo-events" put on specifically for them, as opposed to the original. According to him, 
tourists are only shallow consumers of mass tourism "prepared to be ruled by the law of pseudo-
events, by which the image, the well-contrived imitation, outshines the original" (Boorstin, 1964, 
p. 107). His criticism of modern tourism phenomena implied that authenticity does not serve as a 
tourist motivation since the tourist "seldom likes the authentic [... and] prefers his own provincial 
expectations" (Boorstin, 1964, p. 106) 
 Post-modernists, such as Baudrillard (1983, 1991), Eco (1986), and Urry (1990) also 
argue that the concept of authenticity is inappropriate to explain tourist motivation in Post-
modern society, although unlike Boorstin (1964), these scholars denied the very existence of 
authenticity. For example, authenticity is not meaningful for Baudrillard (1983, 1991), since he 
believes that people live in hyperreality, as exemplified by Disneyland, where the concept of real 
and fake are blurred. Likewise, Eco (1986) argues that the purpose of tourists cannot be to seek 
authenticity because many tourist attractions are born out of fantasy and imagination with no 
historical references. He proposed that tourists have come to expect their experience to be 
"realer" than real. Urry (1990) is also skeptical, suggesting that in Post-modern tourism, there are 
various phenomena that are hardly understood in terms of the conventional concept of 
authenticity, such as shopping, amusement parks, ocean cruising, and sport tourism. He argues 
that Post-modern tourists know tourist attractions are fake, while they still enjoy these 
experiences, regarding tourist experiences as "a whole series of games with multiple texts" (Urry, 
1990, p. 100). 
 Finally, to explain the nexus between authenticity and tourist motivation, Cohen (1979) 
employs the sociological concept of "centre," which refers to the "charismatic nexus of ... 
supreme, ultimate moral values" of a society (p. 180). He suggests that since tourists are 
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concerned with the "centre" of the place to different degrees, there is no single tourist type, but 
rather "different modes" of motivations for traveling according to the degree to which they are 
interested in the "quest for centre" (Cohen, 1979, p. 183). For him, both Boorstin (1964) and 
MacCannell (1973, 1976) are not wrong, but rather they just described a different type of tourist. 
He provides a phenomenological typology of tourist experience by analyzing "the degree to 
which [their] journey represents a quest for the center": the recreational, the diversionary, the 
experiential, the experimental, and the existential mode (Cohen, 1979, p. 183). 
 Indeed, recent tourism studies have empirically supported that contemporary tourists 
have a variety of motivations that lead them to participate in tourism activities. For example, 
Cohen's typology is further developed in Wickens' (2002) qualitative study on British 
holidaymakers. She suggests that tourists’ motivations were well explained by Cohen's typology, 
such as the wish to escape from everyday life, the pursuit of pleasure, and ontological security. 
Yet, she argues that Cohen's typology can be further classified into more highly diversified 
subtypes according to the role of each individuals' subjectivities. Waller and Lea (1998) also 
provides statistical results that show tourists have various demands for authenticity even if all 
tend to seek authenticity. Their study reveals that individuals' age and social class influence their 
request for authenticity in tourist settings. Therefore, as Pearce and Moscardo (1986) argue, there 
are possibly many different types of tourists depending on their "need or preference for 
authenticity" (p. 129). They explain that tourists still enjoy their experience although they 
"recognize the staged nature of an environment" (Pearce & Moscardo, 1986, p. 129). Spooner 
(1986) also pointsout that the level of authenticity seeking is closely linked to individuals "desire 
for it" and "negotiation" (p. 200). 
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 The Impact of Authenticity on the Tourist Experience 
 Few attempts have been made to empirically examine how authenticity specifically 
influences the tourist experience, such as the selection of destination or attraction, travel 
expenditures, satisfaction, and/or the intention to revisit. In particular, many previous studies 
tended to regard authenticity as a one-dimensional construct, failing to address how different 
dimensions of authenticity affect the tourist experience; moreover, these studies largely focused 
on particular aspects of tourism, especially on ethnic food and restaurants or museums. 
Nevertheless, these studies laid some important ground work helpful to the current study.  
 Robinson and Clifford (2012) and Jang, Ha, and Park (2012) examine he relationship 
between individual perceived authenticity and experience in the food and restaurant context. 
Investigating foodservice consumption at an Australian heritage event, Robinson and Clifford 
(2012) suggest that the perceived authenticity of foodservice significantly influence respondent 
satisfaction with the event as a whole and the intention to revisit the event. In their empirical 
study on Korean restaurants, Jang, Ha, and Park (2012) suggest that the perceived authenticity of 
Korean food had a significant impact on respondents’ emotions, the value they assigned to the 
restaurants, and their intention to revisit them. They suggest that these effects were particularly 
pronounced among individuals who visited casual dining restaurants as compared to those who 
visited upscale restaurants, where other factors like service, food quality, and atmosphere were 
more important.  
 Furthermore, some studies have suggested that there are meaningful variations in tourist 
behavior depending on the definition of authenticity that an individual tourist holds. Littrell, 
Anderson, and Brown (1993) quantitatively analyze 385 American tourists to examine the 
relationship between their various definitions of authenticity and their souvenir purchases. They 
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suggest that respondents who participated in ethnic, art, or historic activities tended to focus on 
the objective aspects of souvenirs, such as traditional colors, natural materials, quality 
construction, and workmanship, while these same respondents paid relatively less attention to 
personal preference, the quality of their shopping experience, or the availability of the product. 
Conversely, entertainment and outdoor participants focus comparatively more on function, use, 
and availability when they consider the authenticity of souvenirs.  
 In her study on Generation Y’s perception of authenticity, Chabra (2010) suggest that 
respondents who rely on objective authenticity were more likely to be heritage tourists than those 
who defined authenticity differently, holding constructivist, existentialists or postmodern views. 
Although her definition of heritage tourism is unclear, she suggest that individuals in Generation 
Y are “keen on time travel experiences,” consistent with the conventional definition of objective 
authenticity (Chabra, 2010, p.805). Cook (2010) suggest that medical tourism is more closely 
associated with “constructivist and existential authenticity,” more closely linked to the “authentic 
self” than to the “inherent authenticity” of places, objects or products (p. 148). Examining 
tourists who visited 25 Romanesque heritage sites in four European countries, Kolar and Zabkar 
(2010) suggest that both object-based authenticity and existential authenticity positively 
influence respondents’ loyalty to particular heritage sites, while object-based authenticity have a 
greater impact on loyalty than existential authenticity did. Ramkissoon and Uysal (2010) 
investigate tourists in ten heritage sites on the island of Mauritius and found that their intention 
to revisit and/or recommend the sites was significantly influenced by both objective authenticity 
and local authenticity.  
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 2.2.3 Object-oriented Authenticity and Subject-oriented Authenticity 
Two Different Connotations of Authenticity 
In tourism studies, scholarly discussion on authenticity has long focused on whether and 
to what extent toured objects are authentic since the initial dialogues of Boorstin (1964) and 
MacCannell (1973). However, tourism scholars have recently paid increasing attention to the 
experiential aspects of tourism activities, particularly to "the role of subjectivity," which enables 
"tourist subjective negotiation of meanings as a determinant of the experience" (Uriely, 2005, p. 
206). More specifically, Wang (1999) and subsequently Kim and Jamal (2007) and Steiner and 
Reisinger (2006b) criticize the existing understanding of authenticity in tourism settings, arguing 
that the authenticity of toured objects cannot explain the multifaceted nature of contemporary 
tourism phenomena. To understand tourist experiences, these scholars assert that the concept of 
authenticity can be applied to tourists themselves and to their experiences as well as to toured 
objects. 
Now, this argument for the distinction between object-oriented and subject-oriented 
authenticity has been accepted and supported by many conceptual and few empirical studies, 
although most of the discussion about subject-related authenticity concentrated on the concept of 
existential authenticity (e.g. Chabra, 2008, 2010; Kim & Jamal, 2007; Olsen, 2002; Steiner & 
Reisinger, 2006b; Wang, 1999). Rooted in the previous discussion on authenticity, in the current 
study, I propose that the concept of authenticity should be defined, analyzed, and understood as 
two categories: object-oriented and subject-oriented authenticity. Therefore, before engaging in 
the empirical analysis of the role of authenticity in tourism, it is critical to review existing 
literature on subject-oriented authenticity as it has been understood among tourism scholars. 
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 Subject-oriented Authenticity 
 Subject-oriented authenticity assumes that the attainment of authenticity is linked to the 
subjects not the objects of tourism experiences, focusing on the internal fulfillment of touring 
subjects or selves rather than on the authenticity of the objects of the touring, whether they be 
places, attractions, works of art, or local food (Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Wang, 1999). Their 
understanding of authenticity stems from the normative philosophical foundation of 
existentialism, especially the Heideggerian perspective of authenticity, in which the term 
authenticity indicates that individuals are being themselves existentially. Focusing on a potential 
existential state of being, existentialists assert that to be authentic, tourists need to be in touch 
with their authentic selves (May, 1960; Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Wang, 1999). The 
Heideggerian notion of existential authenticity is associated with one's spirituality and essence, 
which transcends everyday activities; Heideggerian scholars tended to believe that everyone has 
the capacity to be authentic and further, to choose one's own way to be authentic (May, 1960; 
Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Wang, 1999).  
 Despite several attempts to discuss subject-related authenticity in various contexts, such 
as Selwyn (1996), Steiner and Reisinger (2006a), and Pons’ (2003), there is no denying that 
Wang (1999) initiated and significantly developed the concept in tourism studies. Nevertheless, 
Wang's (1999) conceptualization of existential authenticity is not entirely new, but rather it was 
intimately rooted in the accumulated knowledge of authenticity in tourism studies. Wang (1999) 
admit that several scholars had already discussed, implicitly or explicitly, the existential or 
subjective nature of authenticity in tourism, such as Brown (1996), Daniel (1996), Hughes 
(1995), Neumann (1992), Selwyn (1996), and Turner and Manning (1988), but he argues that 
previous understanding of existential authenticity was limited and not fully developed. He 
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introduce the concept of existential authenticity in tourism studies, asserting that "existential 
authenticity can have nothing to do with the authenticity of toured objects" (p. 352). Focusing on 
touring selves rather than toured objects, he defines existential authenticity as "a potential 
existential state of Being that is to be activated by tourism activities" (p. 352). As revealed in a 
Heideggerian approach to authenticity, he points out that individuals are able to encounter their 
authentic selves only when they are true to themselves, freely self-expressed, and aware of their 
true selves. In short, his concept of existential authenticity is closely associated with an 
ontological mode of being that does not necessarily depend on the quality of toured objects. 
 Wang’s (1999) conceptualization of authenticity was closely related to the concept of 
“liminality” in which "personal or intersubjective feelings" are activated (p. 352). He suggests 
that in tourism settings, people "feel more authentic and more freely self-expressed than in 
everyday life" regardless of whether the toured object is authentic or not (p. 351-352). According 
to him, tourism settings are likely to offer comfortable environments where individuals "are 
engaging in nonordinary activities, free from the constraints of the daily" (Wang, 1999, p 352). 
Providing several types of tourist activities, including camping, mountaineering, and fishing, he 
points out that the authenticity of toured objects is not palpable, but that tourists can more easily 
experience the authenticity of their subjective or intersubjective feelings while engaging these 
activities. To clarify the definition of existential authenticity, Wang's (1999) work focused on 
identifying the sub-dimensions involved in existential authenticity, which may serve to 
differentiate existential authenticity from conventional, object-oriented conceptualization of 
authenticity in tourism studies: intrapersonal authenticity including bodily feeling and self-
making, and interpersonal authenticity including family ties and tourism communitas. In his own 
terminology, this is "intra-personal authenticity" produced by "bodily-feeling" and "self-
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making," and "inter-personal authenticity" enabled by "family ties" and "tourism communitas" 
(Wang, 1999, p. 361-364). 
 Wang's (1999) distinction between object-oriented and subject-oriented authenticity is 
supported by Selwyn (1996), Steiner and Reisinger's (2006a), and Pons (2003). Emphasizing the 
difference between emotional and rational aspects of tourist experiences, Selwyn (1996) also 
divides the concept of authenticity into two separate dimensions: "hot" and "cool" authenticity. 
He defines "hot" authenticity as "the imagined world of tourist make-believe" (Selwyn, 1996, p. 
20), suggesting that "hot" authenticity is associated with tourists' feelings and emotional or 
internal responses to their experiences. On the other hand, "cool" authenticity is linked to their 
knowledge and logical evaluation of external reality and is "objectively verifiable" (Selwyn, 
1996, p. 8). Wang (1999) points out that Selwyn's conceptualization of authenticity implies 
"existential authenticity" by "differentiation of the authenticity of experiences from the 
authenticity of toured objects" (p. 351). 
 Focusing on the concept of "dwelling," Pons (2003) also applies a Heideggerian 
philosophy to tourist experiences. He suggests that tourists are those who reciprocally "interact 
with the physical environment" through their tourist experiences--"practical way[s] through 
which we are involved in the world" (Pons, 2003, p. 47). In other words, he understands the 
tourist experience as a way of "dwelling," through which tourists can be "detached from space, 
either mastering and representing destinations or floating as somehow ungrounded subjects" 
(Pons, 2003, p. 49). His understanding of tourism is in line with Wang's (1999) concept of 
existential authenticity, since both perceived tourism as a way to explore and experience what it 
means to be human, and concentrate on embodied practices rather than consciousness or 
structure. 
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In addition, some social psychologists, such as Kernis and Goldman (2006) and Wood et 
al. (2008), and marketing researchers, such as Gilmore and Pine (2007), analyze subject-oriented 
authenticity by using quantitative methods. Unlike tourism scholars whose focus was mostly on 
tourist experience, these psychologists tend to concentrate on individuals’ authentic functioning, 
behavior, or operation, although their theoretical background was also largely rooted in the 
philosophical concept of existentialism. For example, focusing on “the unobstructed operation,” 
Kernis and Goldman (2006) define authenticity as “the extent to which one’s thoughts, feelings, 
and behaviors reflect one’s true- or core-self” (p. 294). Employing a college student sample, they 
developed The Authenticity Inventory (Kernis & Goldman, 2006) and identified several 
construct of authenticity, including awareness, unbiased processing, behavior, and relational 
orientation (Kernis & Goldman, 2006). Wood et al. (2008) argue that authenticity is associated 
with the congruence among physiological states, conscious awareness, and behavior. They 
empirically suggest that authenticity consists of three components: authentic living, accepting 
external influence, and self-alienation (Wood et al., 2008). 
From the more practical perspectives, consumer researchers, Gilmore and Pine (2007) 
emphasize that contemporary society has moved from industrial economy to experiential 
economy, in which “issues of authenticity now bear down on not only all experience offerings 
but across all of the economy” (p. 2). They provide six genres of authenticity: natural, original, 
exceptional, referential, and influential authenticity. Although both object- and subject-oriented 
authenticity is mixed in their typology, many aspects of subjective authenticity are involved in 
six genre of authenticity. In particular, to compare with other marketing concepts like availability, 
cost, or quality, they emphasize self-image as a characteristic of authenticity. Andriotis (2011) 
suggest that Gilmore and Pine’s typology is particularly meaningful for understand tourist 
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experience since it is closely associated with many aspects of authenticity in tourism, such as 
connection to past, human interaction, and perceptual engagement and inner change.  
 
 Interface between Object-oriented and Subject-oriented Authenticity 
Following Wang's (1999) seminal work, the concept of existential authenticity has 
touched off vigorous debate about subject-oriented/object-oriented authenticity among tourism 
scholars. There is now a general consensus among scholars that the concept of authenticity used 
in tourism studies connotes two distinct meanings: authenticity of toured objects and authenticity 
of touring selves. However, tourism scholars have different opinions about the interface between 
these two kinds of authenticity within tourist experiences. Wang (1999) and Reisinger and 
Steiner (2006) argue that authenticity of touring selves is completely independent from 
authenticity of toured objects, while Belhassen et al. (2008) and Lau (2010) argue that the two 
types of authenticity are correlated and interact with each other in tourism settings. 
To be sure, this controversial issue was initially triggered by Wang (1999), who asserts 
that tourism experiences can be alternatively understand "in terms of existential philosophers' 
usage of the idea" of authenticity, given the fact that the conventional concepts of authenticity in 
tourism studies failed to fully explain "a greater variety of tourist experiences" (p. 350). Steiner 
and Reisinger's (2006a) agree that the term authenticity has been used in two ways: the first is 
object-related authenticity, which is the "genuineness or realness of artifacts or events"; and the 
second is subject-oriented authenticity, which is "being one’s true self or being true to one’s 
essential nature" (p. 299). They suggest that since the concept of authenticity focuses on how one 
exists in accordance with one's nature and essence, this authenticity is innately not enduring but 
is transient and experience-oriented.  
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However, Steiner and Reisinger (2006a) point out that Wang's (1999) concept of 
existential authenticity is no more than transferring "the essence of the concept of object 
authenticity (genuineness, realness) to human authenticity so that the self becomes just another 
object that can be real or not" (p. 302). They are particularly interested in anxiety as a primary 
motivation that gives tourists the courage to seek authenticity. They assert that the concept of 
existential authenticity is never an alternative to the concept of object-oriented authenticity, but 
rather it addresses and even encompasses tourist experiences as a whole. Furthermore, anchored 
in Kuhn's (1970) definition of scientific research, Reisinger and Steiner (2006) argue that object-
related authenticity should be abandoned in tourism research both because the concept is not "a 
singular idea accepted once and for all" among tourism researchers, and because all object-
oriented authenticity failed to consider "ontological" aspects of the concept (p. 65). 
 Reisinger and Steiner's (2006) rejection of object-oriented authenticity has been 
questioned by some scholars, including Bellhassen and Caton (2006), Bellhassen et al. (2008), 
and Lau (2010). Focusing on tourism's function in reality, these scholars provide much empirical 
evidence that object-oriented authenticity still plays a pivotal role in many tourists' expectations 
of tourist attractions as well as in travel advertisements representing tourist destinations. For 
instance, criticizing Reisinger and Steiner's (2006) normative approach, Lau (2010) argues that 
most tourists in reality do not pay much heed to the subject-oriented existentialist concept of 
authenticity. Likewise, Bellhassen et al. (2008) suggest that many researchers do not solely 
concentrate on "one’s experiences and constructed meanings," (p.673) but also on "the impact of 
the physical world on experiences" (p. 672).  
 In addition, Bellhassen et al. (2008) and Lau (2010) argue that object- and subject-
oriented authenticity are intertwined with each other rather than working independently in tourist 
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experiences. Analyzing a fundamentalist Christian pilgrimage to the Holy Land, Bellhassen et al. 
(2008) assert that the concept of authenticity involves "the act of touring destination" as well as 
"one's experiences and constructed meaning," since while touring such destinations, tourists still 
do seek "specific features of the built or natural landscape" (p. 673). They suggest that in 
pilgrims' internal experiences, "the meaning of place and self-in-place" is linked to "the external 
circumstances" and finally provides "existential authenticity" for pilgrims (Bellhassen et al., 
2008, p. 685). Hence, they conclud that tourist internal experiences are personally characterized 
and, at the same time, socio-culturally constructed within physical environments, including 
toured attractions, sites, landscapes, spectacles, and objects.  
 Likewise, Lau (2010) found that subject-oriented authenticity is closely linked to object-
oriented authenticity in the well-knownl conceptualization of authenticity by MacCannell (1973) 
and Cohen (1979), which has been perceived as exclusively focusing on authenticity of toured 
objects. He explains that while MacCannell's (1973) writings did not sufficiently discuss it, his 
work does imply that authenticity is related to human relationships as well as to toured objects. 
He argues that MacCannell (1973) regarded authenticity as truthful human relationship, which is 
sought by modern tourists who are alienated from their own society’s centre, suffering from 
anxiety about the authenticity of their lives. Lau (2010) also suggests that Cohen's (1979) 
concept of authenticity involves some aspects of touring selves, since he is particularly interested 
in a destination's "spiritual centre." In his typology, there were at least three tourist modes that 
are obviously associated with the authenticity of touring selves to some degree: experiential, 
experimental, and existential. 
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2.3 Urban Tourism 
 
"All great art is born of the metropolis" 
                           Ezra Pound 
 
 2.3.1 Cities 
 Today, more than half of the world’s population lives in cities and these numbers are 
expected to increase by 72% by 2030 (United Nations Population Fund, 2007). The U.S. Census 
Bureau (2010) defines urban areas as "densely developed residential, commercial and other 
nonresidential areas," although many different definitions have been suggested and no clear 
consensus has been reached so far. Nevertheless, there is no doubt that cities serve as regional, 
national, and global hubs, full of power, know-how, investment, labor, and communication, since 
they contain a mix of people, activities, and places serving a variety of functions, including 
politics, business, trade, housing, education, and recreation (Ashworth & Page. 2011; Edwards et 
al., 2008; Gospodini, 2001; Karski, 1990; Law, 1992, 2002; Page & Connell, 2010; Pearce, 
2001). 
  According to Pearce (2001), cities contain unique features that distinguish them from 
non-urban areas. First, cities have high population density in a limited space. Second, cities are 
socio-culturally heterogeneous, with various groups of people whose personalities and 
backgrounds may vary. Third, cities involve a wide range of functions, such as political, 
administrative, economic, commercial, residential, and educational. Finally, cities are both 
physically and functionally the centers of regional networks (Pearce, 2001). In this dissertation, I 
will rely on a definition of cities that is rooted in these features: cities are dense physical spaces, 
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multi-dimensional entities, and socio-cultural systems in which a variety of people and functions 
gather.  
 Therefore, urban areas are inevitably influenced by various contemporary dynamics, 
such as globalization, commercialism, urbanization, and post-modernism (Ashworth & Page, 
2011; Casey, 1993; Clark & Lloyd, 2004; Fotsch, 2004; Relph, 1976). Under these conditions, 
urban areas are heavily contextualized in the broader economic restructuring of post-
industrialism, serving as examples of interactions at the global-local nexus (Ashworth & Page, 
2011; Pearce, 2001). Moreover, cities have increasingly become proactively entrepreneurial, 
seeing themselves as collective corporations in competition with other cities (Harvey, 1989). The 
outcome of these trends has resulted in urban regeneration policies and the development of urban 
tourism, encouraging city governments to turn their attention to policies that would focus on 
promoting their cultural heritage (Ashworth & Page, 2011; Clark & Lloyd, 2004; Edwards et al., 
2008; Sassen & Roost, 1999). 
 
 2.3.2 Urban Tourism 
 Over time, cities have developed their own values and traditions, and these have been 
created and recreated by successive groups of people who live, work, eat, and play there (Rath, 
2007). Based on various factors, including its landscape, cultural identity, politics, and business, 
every city has developed a unique appeal as a destination in the international tourism market 
with many tourists for various purposes (Ashworth & Page. 2011; Edwards et al., 2008; 
Gospodini, 2001; Karski, 1990; Law, 1992, 2002; Page & Connell, 2010; Pearce, 2001). Indeed, 
major cities with long and colorful histories, such as London, Paris, Madrid, Rome, Beijing, and 
Seoul, have long served as primary tourist destinations. These cities contain government 
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buildings, historic urban districts, urban architecture, well-known museums, sports complexes, 
and large shopping centers, which tourists may not often encounter in non-urban areas. 
 Moreover, big cities are performing important functions within the workings of the 
overall tourism system, such as serving as key ‘gateways’ for both international tourists and 
domestic tourists to other destinations and to their hinterlands (Pearce, 2001; Russo & van der 
Borg, 2002). As railroad and airline hubs, they are likely to offer easy and convenient access 
(Ashworth & Page. 2011; Edwards et al., 2008; Metro-Roland, 2011; Page & Connell, 2010; 
Russo & van der Borg, 2002). Therefore, as an "accessible, efficient, structured, manageable and 
organized" area (Beedie, 2008, p. 39), a city performs "multiple and overlapping tourism roles: 
as a gateway, staging post, destination, and tourist source" (Pearce, 2001, p. 927). 
 For the last several decades, urban tourism has been largely perceived as a "cash-cow," 
contributing substantial economic benefit to cities. Hence, city governments, particularly in 
developing countries, have tried to enhance their attractiveness by developing new attractions 
and improving the city image in order to compete with other cities to become hubs of tourism 
(Kampschulte, 1999; Russo & van der Borg, 2002; Yuksel, 2004). Moreover, urban tourism has 
recently been regarded as an efficient vehicle to economically and culturally regenerate the 
deteriorated urban environment in many developed countries where so many urban spaces are in 
decay as traditional industries lose vitality (González, 2011; Gospodini, 2001; Law, 1992). Citing 
the examples of urban regeneration in Liverpool, Owen (2001) asserts that urban tourism plays 
an important role as a "catalyst of radical changes" and a "lynch pin" for a fresh image in the 
economic restoration of historic European cities (p. 194). Accordingly, tourism researchers have 
increasingly become attentive to issues related to urban tourism, including city marketing, city 
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image, urban heritage management, and urban commercial development (Ashworth & Page, 
2011; Edwards et al., 2008; Page & Connell, 2010; Pearce, 2001). 
 However, urban tourism has not been adequately explored, since there is no "simple 
definition for this complex phenomenon nor any clear demarcation of its diverse and vaguely 
formulated set of activities" (Ashworth & Page, 2011, p. 2). Indeed, the tourist experience in 
cities is not simply understood in terms of traditional typologies of tourism, such as cultural 
tourism, nature tourism, business tourism, or shopping tourism, but rather urban tourism 
encompasses all of the possible activities occurring in multi-dimensional urban spaces. The 
complexity of urban tourism has inevitably contributed to delaying research in this field. 
Moreover, most empirical studies on urban tourism deal with only particular examples of the 
tourist experience (Ashworth & Page, 2011; Edwards et al., 2008). Such inadequate 
conceptualization and limited perspectives, lacking thoughtful consideration of urban 
characteristics and spatial practices, have resulted in an inaccurate understanding of the complex 
phenomenon of urban tourism.  
 Furthermore, the tourism function shares or competes with many other functions in the 
urban environment, and by and large is not a leading industry in most cities. Most attractions and 
infrastructure in cities, such as streets, transportation, parks, shops, and public services, do not 
exclusively serve tourists but rather have generally been developed for non-tourism purposes. 
Edwards et al. (2008) suggest that tourism is "just one of many economic activities within a city 
and it must compete with a number of other industries for resources such as labor and land" (p. 
1033). Terkenli (2008) also suggest that in contemporary cities, the distinction between leisure 
and tourism is becoming increasingly blurred by "de-differentiation in space of leisure and 
tourism, shopping, work, culture, satisfaction of basic needs, comfort, play, familiarity, etc" (p. 
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347). For example, it is difficult to distinguish, both physically and functionally, between 
attractions for tourists and recreational spaces for local residents in most cities. Many popular 
tourist attractions, such as riverside parks, historical sites, museums, commercial districts and 
restaurants, are certainly favorite spaces for local residents (and commuters) who want to spend 
their leisure time there (Ashworth & Page, 2011; Edwards et al., 2008). Consequently, these 
spaces cannot be solely designed for the benefit of urban tourists but rather have to cater to a 
wider range of consumers.  
 In sum, urban tourism is an extensive but heterogeneous collection of activities that 
visitors with various purposes experience in cities as multifaceted and ever-changing spatial 
entities. Hence, it is often difficult for city governments to prioritize city policies in favor of 
tourism industries even though tourism contributes significant economic benefits. Law (2002) 
points out that promoting tourism should not be treated "simply as one component of local 
economic policy, similar to either industrial or office development," (p. 601) since developing 
tourism will enhance urban recreation for residents as well as tourists. Indeed, unlike tourism 
development in non-urban areas, city governments are likely to face with more conflicts in 
relation to other industries, residents' quality of life, urban environments, and political aspects 
(Ashworth & Page. 2011; Edwards et al., 2008; Metro-Roland, 2011; Page & Connell, 2010; 
Russo & van der Borg, 2002). As a result, tourism scholars and policy makers have had difficulty 
formulating a comprehensive approach to urban tourism (Ashworth & Page, 2011; Blank, 1994; 
Edwards et al., 2008; Page, 1996; Pearce, 2001). 
 
 2.3.3 Signification, Authenticity, and Urban Tourism 
 Urban tourism has generated some controversy about the concept of authenticity among 
tourism scholars in the last few decades, due to its multifaceted tourist attractions and various 
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types of individual tourists who visit cities for a wide range of purposes. Indeed, the objects of 
urban tourism are not limited to traditional attractions like famous cultural artifacts and historic 
sites, but rather broadly encompass everything offered in cities, whether tangible or intangible, 
such as "the lived city in the street full of trendy shops or bars, or the dingy questionable hole-in-
the-wall lunch shop where [tourists] can experience of bit of contemporary urban life" (Metro-
Roland, 2011, p. 7). Despite the controversy over the definition of urban tourism, the concept of 
urban tourism is comprehensive, including all the activities of diverse city visitors with diverse 
purposes: most visitors are engaged to some degree in tourism-related activities, such as 
sightseeing, eating, sleeping, and shopping (Ashworth & Page. 2011; Edwards et al., 2008; 
Metro-Roland, 2011; Page & Connell, 2010; Russo & van der Borg, 2002). This indicates that in 
contemporary urban tourism, the concept of authenticity is no longer the exclusive discourse of 
artifacts in museums or historical sites. Consequently, the tourism research on authenticity 
should pay "a conscious attention to" tourist experiences associated with "the most routine tasks, 
from crossing the street to paying the taxi driver" (Metro-Roland, 2011, p. 40). 
 Moreover, many city governments are making an effort to improve tourism facilities and 
attractions in order to compete with other cities to become hubs of tourism (Ashworth & Page, 
2011; Kampschulte, 1999; Russo & van der Borg, 2002; Yuksel, 2004). These global 
circumstances force most cities to put priority on global standards and pursue the image of 
cosmopolitan cities (Pearce, 2001). In addition, since many urban spaces are now owned and 
managed by private companies (Banerjee, 2001; Davis, 1999; Hannigan, 1998; Sorkin, 1991), 
which tend to focus more on economic development rather than on other aspects, city culture is 
increasingly becoming commercialized and homogenized all over the world (Ashworth & Page, 
2011; Casey, 1993; Clark & Lloyd, 2004; Fotsch, 2004; Relph, 1976). McNeill (1999) pointed 
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out that through "a straightforward penetration of local markets by global products," cities are 
likely to experience the proliferation of "McDonaldization" and "Disneyfication" of urban spaces 
(p. 145). As a result, in commercialized and globalized urban environments, tourists are likely to 
encounter "staged authenticity" and "pseudo events" described in Boorstin's (1964) and 
MacCannell's (1973) works. 
 Nevertheless, famous attractions in major cities are still playing a pivotal role in causing 
tourists to visit cities (Lau & Mckercher, 2004; Law, 2002; Parkyn, 2002; Plaza, 2000). Indeed, 
large-scale internationally-famous cultural artifacts, such as the Eiffel Tower in Paris, the Trevi 
Fountain in Rome, and the Statue of Liberty in New York City, have definitely served as "must-
see" sites, each of which attracts over 10 million tourists every year. For example, Lau and 
Mckercher (2004) suggest that first-time visitors to Hong Kong tend to visit historic sites and 
well-known attractions, such as Victoria Peak and the Big Buddha, as opposed to repeat visitors 
who are likely to participate in commercial activities like gourmet tours and shopping. This 
indicates that despite its many unique features, tourism researchers should not ignore the 
conventional aspects of tourism, such as object-oriented authenticity, that are still part of the 
urban tourist experience. 
 Indeed, these complicated, paradoxical, and contradictory features of urban tourism 
challenge the traditional understanding of authenticity, making tourism researchers and urban 
tourists alike encounter core issues about the concept of authenticity. Despite controversy over 
the concept of authenticity, cities do nonetheless serve as popular tourist destinations around the 
world. Considering the process of signification in tourist experiences, these contradictory 
features of urban tourism reveal that individual tourists have different conceptualization of 
authenticity according to their own socio-cultural background, desires, images, dreams, fantasies, 
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which may allow them to perceive urban areas as attractive tourist destinations. At the same time, 
urban areas provide attractive research fields for tourism researchers who explore the 
signification process of contemporary tourists.    
 In addition, given the complex nature of urban tourism, the relationship between 
authenticity and urban tourism is closely related to the countless potential factors that influence 
urban tourism, factors that may be more numerous than traditional types of tourism. These 
factors include various urban elements, functions, and dynamics as well as their conflicts, 
negotiations, impacts, and consequences. Similarly, in order to analyze the contemporary tourist 
experience in urban areas, tourism researchers should adequately understand tourist destination 
choices, motivations, attractions, and activities from a broader perspective than typically applies 
in the non-urban tourist context. This will go well beyond the traditional understanding of 
tourism that largely remains in many types of dichotomies including work/leisure, 
ordinary/extraordinary, tourist/local, guest/host, old/new, production/consumption, and 
front/back stage, and authentic/inauthentic. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Research Model 
 To address the proposed research questions, this study employed quantitative research 
methods in which descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis, ANOVA, and step-wise multiple regression analysis were implemented to analyze a 
large number of survey data collected online. The current analysis involved two sequential 
phases: the first phase was to identify and validate various definitions of authenticity as well as 
to develop new scales to be used in the subsequent analysis; and the second phase was to 
examine the relationship between individual definitions of authenticity and various aspects of 
urban tourism. 
 In the first phase, I developed two types of authenticity scales, each of which aimed to 
measure respondents’ definitions of object- and subject-oriented authenticity, respectively. 
Rooted in DeVellis' (1991) suggestions for scale development, this phase included six steps: item 
generation; content adequacy assessment; questionnaire administration; exploratory factor 
analysis, and internal consistence assessment. Based on the extensive literature review on the 
concept of authenticity and statistical analysis, this phase was expected to reveal various possible 
definitions of authenticity that individuals may hold in the context of tourism. In addition, using 
the same survey data, I assessed the internal consistency and construct validity of two other 
scales, namely preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions, which would be 
employed in the following phase. 
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 In the second phase, I examined how individuals’ various definitions of authenticity 
influence on their preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions. The four newly 
developed scales, namely Object-oriented Authenticity Scale, Subject-oriented Authenticity 
Scale, Preference for Urban Tourism Scale, and Preferred Urban Attractions Scale, were included 
in the survey questionnaire in this phase. To assess the relationships, confirmatory factor analysis, 
descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, ANOVA, and step-wise multiple regression analysis 
were conducted. This phase was expected to reveal how respondents’ definitions of authenticity 
affect their preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions. In addition, the step-
wise regression models were also anticipated to illuminate the relationship between object- and 
subject-oriented authenticity. More detailed information about the procedure is described in each 
phase.   
 
 
Figure 3.1 Research Model 
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3.2 Data Collection: Amazon Mechanical Turk 
For both surveys in the first and second phase, Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) was 
employed. MTurk is an online labor market where researchers can list tasks with associated 
monetary rewards. Individual respondents choose tasks to complete for which they are then paid. 
Respondents can be located anywhere in the world, but most are from the US. In the current 
study, to improve the interpretability of the results, I excluded all but respondents living in the 
US, by using the qualification function offered by MTurk.  
Buhrmester, Kwang, and Gosling (2011) suggest that MTurk provides more diverse 
participants and better reliability than typical American college samples or standard internet 
samples do. Paolacci, Chandler, and Ipeirotis (2010) and Horton et al. (2011) also provide 
empirical evidence suggesting that the behavior of MTurk participants is comparable to the 
behavior of laboratory subjects in more traditional experiments. Simons and Chabris (2012) 
show that surveys conducted on MTurk produce a representative sample of the population in the 
United States, producing results that are comparable to more expensive surveys like telephone 
polls, although MTurk tends to underrepresent the oldest age demographics. Some researchers 
like Berinsky, Huber, and Lenz (2012) consider MTurk to be more representative of the 
American population than in-person convenience samples, but less representative of that 
population than in Internet-based panels or national probability samples. 
MTurk is attractive as a subject pool for behavioral research because of the large number 
of individuals available to work on tasks and the low compensation levels (typically on the order 
of a few cents per task).  
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Figure 3.2 Amazon Mechanical Turk 
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CHAPTER IV 
PHASE I: SCALE DEVELOPMENT 
 
 I developed new scales to measure how respondents define authenticity, anchored in 
DeVellis' (1991) recommendation for scale development. As shown in Figure 4.1, the procedure 
of new scale development involved six steps: item generation; content adequacy assessment; 
questionnaire administration; exploratory factor analysis, and internal consistence assessment.  
 
 
Figure 4.1 Steps of Scale Development 
 
4.1 Item Generation 
To generate initial items, an extensive review of literature was conducted throughout 
tourism studies, anthropology, psychology, consumer behavior, sociology, and philosophy. Items 
on the Object-oriented Authenticity Scale were mostly generated from literature in tourism 
studies, including Chhabra (2008), Gilmore and Pine (2007), Groves (2001), Kolar and Zabkar 
(2010), Littrell, Anderson, and Brown (1993), Ramkissoon and Uysal (2010), Reisinger and 
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Steiner (2006b), and Wang (1999), while items on the Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale were 
primarily selected from literature in psychology and existentialism, including Gilmore and Pine 
(2007), Kernis and Goldman (2006), Kolar and Zabkar (2010), Steiner and Reisinger (2006a), 
Wood et al. (2008), and Wang (1999). From this literature review, four construct domains 
emerged for object-oriented authenticity and another four construct domains for subject-oriented 
authenticity: 
 
1) Object-oriented authenticity  
- Conventional authenticity applies to tourists who tend to believe that there is 
something absolutely authentic. Rooted in modernism, essentialism, and 
objectivism, this definition focuses on history, tradition, science, and 
authority (Chhabra, 2008, 2010; Gilmore & Pine, 2007; Groves, 2001; Kolar 
& Zabkar, 2010; Littrell et al., 1993; Ramkissoon & Uysal, 2010; Steiner & 
Reisinger, 2006b; Wang, 1999)    
- Local Authenticity applies to tourists who tend to believe that authenticity of 
things should reflect locality. Rooted in social constructionism and 
constructivism, this definition focuses on local people and culture (Chhabra, 
2008, 2010; Littrell et al., 1993; Ramkissoon & Uysal, 2010; Steiner & 
Reisinger, 2006b; Wang, 1999). 
- Contemporary Authenticity applies to tourists who tend to believe that the 
present status of things is authentic. Rooted in social constructionism and 
constructivism, this definition focuses on everyday life and contemporary 
culture (Cohen, 1979,1988, 2008; Chhabra, 2008, 2010).  
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- Denial of Authenticity applies to tourists who tend to believe that it is 
impossible or difficult to prove authenticity of things. Rooted in 
postmodernism, this definition focuses on the blurred distinction between the 
authentic and the inauthentic (Chhabra, 2008, 2010; Steiner & Reisinger, 
2006b; Wang, 1999). 
 
2) Subject-oriented authenticity 
- Self-awareness, which applies to tourists who feel authentic when they 
understand their individuality (Gilmore & Pine, 2007; Kernis & Goldman, 
2006; Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Wang 1999),.  
- Free Expression, which applies to tourists who feel authentic when they 
express their own identity freely (Steiner & Reisinger, 2006b; Wood et al., 
2008; Wang 1999). 
- Self-Involvement, which applies to tourists who feel authentic when they 
have personal connections with places, sites, or activities (Gilmore & Pine, 
2007; Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Kolar & Zabkar, 2010; Steiner & Reisinger, 
2006b; Wood et al., 2008; Wang 1999). 
- Human-relationship, which applies to tourists who feel authentic when they 
interact with others (Gilmore & Pine, 2007; Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Steiner 
& Reisinger, 2006b; Wood et al., 2008; Wang 1999). 
 
Through this process, 36 initial items, namely 25 items of object-oriented authenticity 
and 24 items of subject-oriented authenticity, were generated. In addition to items on the Object- 
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and Subject-oriented Authenticity Scales, initial items on two additional scales (Preference for 
Urban Tourism and Preferred Urban Attractions) were also generated. For the Preference for 
Urban Tourism Scale, three items were selected based on literature about tourist loyalty and 
travel intention, including Chalip, Green, and Hill (2003) and Kozak and Rimmington (2000), 
and Lam and Chu (2006). For the Preferred Urban Attractions Scale, several categories were 
initially identified from literature on urban tourism including Ashworth and Page (2011). 
According to the categories, 36 urban attractions were selected from various sources like travel 
guide books and tourism websites.  
 
4.2 Content Adequacy Assessment 
 According to DeVellis (1991) and Hinkin et al. (1997), it is significant for initial items of 
a new scale to be reviewed by multiple experts before collecting data using the scale. In the 
current study, to ensure content validity, the initial items were reviewed and edited by five 
experts. There were three professors in tourism management, one in anthropology, and one in 
social psychology. They were asked to refine ambiguous items and allocate these items into 
given categories. After I received constructive comments from the five experts on the items, a 
consensus analysis was undertaken to compare their comments. Decisions for refining the scale 
were made based on agreements between two or more experts. This step for content adequacy 
assessment supports construct validity, as it allowed the deletion of items that were potentially 
conceptually inconsistent (Netemeyer, Bearden & Sharma, 2003). This process yielded a total of 
36 items that best measured the four scales, including 18 items for the Object-oriented 
Authenticity Scale, 18 items for the Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale, as shown in Table 4.1 
and Table 4.2. In addition, other two scales (Preference for Urban Tourism and Preferred Urban 
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Attractions) were also reviewed by these experts; finally three items and 37 items were finally 
selected, respectively, as shown in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4. 
  
Table 4.1 Initial Items for the Object-oriented Authenticity Scale 
Conceptual Construct Item 
Essentialism, 
Modernism, 
Objectivism 
 
Conventional Authenticity I trust things that are supported by scientific research 
I prefer things that are not influenced by global culture 
I believe in absolute truth 
I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic 
Documents are proof of what is authentic 
I can usually rely on what scholars or scientists say 
I want to keep things made in a traditional manner. 
Social Constructionism 
Constructivism 
Local Authenticity I want local people to confirm local facts. 
I like to see things that are made by local people 
Things that represent local ways of life are authentic 
Contemporary Authenticity New things seem more authentic to me than old things 
Commercialization is compatible with authenticity 
Globalization does not negatively affect the authenticity of things 
Contemporary is more authentic than traditional 
Postmodenism Denial of Authenticity The authenticity of things cannot be proved 
I'm not interested in whether things are authentic or not 
It is too hard to see the real 
I don't think anything is absolutely authentic 
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Table 4.2 Initial Items for the Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale 
Conceptual construct Item 
Intra-
Personal 
Self-Awareness when I know how I really feel inside 
when I recognize my strengths and weaknesses 
when I am aware of what motivates me 
when I get in touch with my own individuality 
Free Expression when I freely express myself 
when I behave without succumbing to peer pressure 
when I act in accordance with my values 
when I take a stand regardless of the consequences 
when I forge my own path 
Inter-
Personal 
Self-Involvement when I feel connected to my past 
when I am in touch with my roots 
when I experience something that triggers a memory 
when I feel connected to my surroundings 
Human Relationship when I feel a sense of belonging 
when I fit in 
when I am around friends or family 
when I am comfortable in relationships 
when I share my deep dark secrets 
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Table 4.3 Initial Items of the Preference for Urban Tourism Scale 
Conceptual construct Item 
Preference for Urban 
Tourism 
 
I would rather visit urban areas than non-urban areas on vacation. 
Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit on vacation. 
I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation. 
 
Table 4.4 Initial Items for the Preferred Urban Attractions Scale 
Conceptual construct Item 
Entertainment 
 
Amusement parks, Casinos, Concert venues, Movie theaters, Night clubs, 
Sports venues and stadiums 
Shopping Big box stores, Convenience stores, Shopping centers and malls, Commercial 
and shopping streets, Corner or specialty shops, Souvenir shops 
Locality 
 
Bars and pubs, Local restaurants, Franchise restaurants, Public squares, 
Residential areas, Schools, Street vendors, Traditional markets 
Industrial Office areas, Skyscrapers, Industrial areas 
Nature & Landscape Botanical gardens, Neighborhood parks, Observatories, Seas, rivers and lakes, 
Zoos and aquaria 
Ethnic Ethnic restaurants, Ethnic districts 
Historic Sites  Governmental buildings, Historic districts, Monuments, Churches, temples, 
and mosques 
Museums Art museums and galleries, Folklore museums and folk villages, History 
museums 
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4.3 Questionnaire Administration 
 4.3.1 Questionnaire Design 
 The questionnaire consisted of five sections: 1) object-authenticity, 2) subject-
authenticity, 3) preference for urban tourism, 4) preferred urban attractions, and 5) demographic 
information. Responses to the first four sections were on a 5-point Likert scale (5=strongly agree, 
1=strongly disagree), with an additional 'I don't know' option. 
 
1) The first section asked respondents their opinions relative to object authenticity with 
18 statements addressing what makes them trust the authenticity of an object, such as 
“I trust things that are supported by scientific research,” “Commercialization is 
compatible with authenticity,” and “The authenticity of things cannot be proved.”  
2) The second section asked respondents to identify when they feel they are being the 
most authentic, with 18 statements, such as “when I act in accordance with my 
values,” “when I feel connected to my surroundings,” and “when I experience 
something that triggers a memory.”  
3) The third section contained three statements identifying the degree to which they 
prefer to visit urban areas on vacation, namely “I would rather visit urban areas than 
non-urban areas on vacation,” “Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit 
on vacation,” and “I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation.”  
4) The fourth section asked respondents what attractions they prefer to visit attracts in 
urban areas, with 37 examples of various urban components that may attract 
individuals to visit cities, such as amusement parks, history museums, shopping 
centers and malls, ethnic districts, residential areas, souvenir shops, and casinos.  
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5) The fifth section consisted of five questions designed to gather respondents’ 
demographic information, including gender, age, ethnicity, education, income.   
   
4.3.2 Data Collection 
In December 2012, respondents took the survey on the MTurk website, which was 
available for up to 350 respondents. Upon submission of a consent form on the MTurk website, 
respondents were directed to the questionnaire, which was located on the Survey Monkey site. 
The questionnaire was expected to take about 20 minutes to complete, but to account for 
distractions, respondents were given 40 minutes to complete it. Respondents were able to 
complete the questionnaire from any computer that allowed connection to the MTurk website. In 
addition, to improve the interpretability of the results, all respondents not living in the US were 
excluded using the qualification function offered by MTurk.  
 
4.3.3 Survey Respondents 
 A total of 350 respondents submitted questionnaires via MTurk. I then excluded 34 
questionnaires that contained a considerable number of missing answers. As shown in Table 4.5, 
a total of 316 questionnaires were used as the final sample. The majority of survey respondents 
were male (54.4%) in the 20 to 29 age range (40.5%) and White/Caucasian (74.7%). About 84% 
of the respondents described themselves as having at least some college. More than half of the 
respondents had an income under $49,999.  
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Table 4.5 Demographic Information of Respondents in Phase I 
Characteristic Number Rate (%) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
 
172 
144 
 
54.4 
45.6 
Age 
19 or younger 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 or older 
 
31 
128 
85 
32 
25 
15 
 
9.7 
40.5 
27.0 
10.1 
8.0 
4.6 
Annual Income 
Under $24,999 
$25,000-49,999 
$50,000-74,999 
$75,000-99,999 
$100,000-124,999 
$125,000-149,999 
$150,000-174,999 
$175,000-199,999 
Over $200,000  
 
104 
84 
59 
44 
11 
5 
4 
4 
1 
 
32.9 
26.6 
18.6 
13.9 
3.4 
1.7 
1.3 
1.3 
.4 
Education 
Less than high school degree 
High school degree 
Some college, but no degree 
Bachelor's degree 
Graduate degree 
 
4 
41 
127 
116 
28 
 
1.3 
13.1 
40.1 
36.7 
8.9 
Ethnicity 
Asian 
Black/African American 
Hispanic 
White/Caucasian 
Other 
 
36 
13 
17 
236 
13 
 
11.4 
4.2 
5.5 
74.7 
4.2 
TOTAL 316 100.0 
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4.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Internal Consistency Assessment 
The data collected from the returned questionnaires was subjected to exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA). The purpose of EFA in scale development is item evaluation and purification 
(Hinkin et al., 1997). Fabrigar et al. (1999) argues that EFA is the most useful way to identify 
latent constructs or models for a given set of variables. Henson and Roberts (2006) explain that 
EFA can be employed “to determine what theoretical constructs underlie a given data set and the 
extent to which these constructs represent the original variables” (p. 396). Therefore, EFA was 
expected to reveal the underlying dimensions implicit in the concept of authenticity. 
In conducting EFA, tourism researchers have clearly preferred to use orthogonal rather 
than oblique rotation due to the relative ease with which orthogonally rotated factors can be 
analyzed and interpreted. However, Byrne (2005), Fabrigar et al. (1999), and Preacher and 
MacCallum (2003) argued that compared with orthogonal rotation, which produces factors that 
are uncorrelated to each other, it is more reasonable to use oblique rotation, which allows 
correlation among factors, to identify meaningful constructs latent in a theoretical concept 
involving psychological constructs, which are typically correlated to some degree. Therefore, 
considering the psychological nature of authenticity, in the current factor analysis, Oblique 
rotation with CF-Quartimax was employed using CEFA 3.04 (Browne et al. 2010). CEFA 
provides the best tool for oblique rotations in conventional exploratory factor analysis and 
provides a variety of tests or fit indices for the factor solutions that are not offered by SPSS 
(Browne et al., 2010; Lee, 2010). 
To determine the number of factors, two descriptive fit indices were used: RMSEA (root 
mean square error of approximation) and ECVI (expected cross-validation index) as well as the 
interpretability of the factors (MacCallum et al., 1999). Through exploratory factor analysis, I 
61 
 
retained items making a meaningful contribution and deleted items that negatively influenced the 
validity or reliability of the scale. (Hinkin et al., 1997). I used the following three criteria: (1) 
items with factor loadings of less than .4 were deleted due to their lack of meaningful 
contribution to any dimension, (2) cross-loading items were deleted because they negatively 
influenced the validity of scale, and (3) items were deleted that negatively influenced the 
reliability of each dimension based on Cronbach’s alpha (Hair et al., 2010).  
 
 4.4.1 Object-oriented Authenticity 
 To determine the number of factors, I performed three- and four-, and five-factor EFA on 
the 18 items using Oblique rotation with CF-Quartimax. Based on the results, the four-factor 
model was selected as the final model for the current study because the RMSEA (90% CI) of the 
model suggested an acceptable fit to the data (RMSEA= .070, χ2 =222.245), and the ECVI 
associated with the model was relatively small (1.086). The interpretability of the four-factor 
model was far superior to any other models. In addition, based on the three standards of 
purification, seven items, “I believe in absolute truth,” “Documents are proof of what is 
authentic,” “I want local people to confirm local facts,” “I like to see thing that are made by local 
people,” “Things that represent local ways of life are authentic,” “New things seem more 
authentic to me than old things,” “I'm not interested in whether things are authentic or not,” were 
eliminated in order to obtain theoretically meaningful constructs. 
 Before examining the results on how respondents scored the items, I examined the 
internal consistency of each factor. Reliability analysis (Cronbach's alpha) was performed to test 
the internal consistency of each factor. The results showed that the alpha coefficient for the four 
factors ranged from 0.612 to 0.721, which was considered an acceptable level (Nunnally, 1978).
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 As presented in Table 4.6, the four factors were labeled: Traditional Authenticity, 
Scientific Authenticity, Contemporary Authenticity, and Denial of Authenticity. The first factor, 
Traditional Authenticity, included three items: “I want to keep things made in a traditional 
manner,” “I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic,” and “I prefer things that are 
not influenced by global culture.” The second factor, Scientific Authenticity, consists of two 
items: “I trust things that are supported by scientific research,” and “I can usually rely on what 
scholars or experts say.” The third factor, Contemporary Authenticity, included three items: 
“Globalization does not negatively affect the authenticity of things,” “Commercialization is 
compatible with authenticity,” and “Contemporary is more authentic than traditional.” The fourth 
and last factor, Denial of Authenticity, included three items: “It is too hard to see the real,” “The 
authenticity of things cannot be proved,” and “I don't think anything is absolutely authentic.” 
 
Table 4.6 Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Object-oriented Authenticity Scale 
Factor Items Factor Loadings α 
Factor 1 
Traditional 
Authenticity 
I want to keep things made in a traditional manner .838 - - - 
.612 I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic .782 - - - 
I prefer things that are not influenced by global culture .628 - - - 
Factor 2 
Scientific 
Authenticity 
I trust things that are supported by scientific research - .880 - - 
.683 
I can usually rely on what scholars or experts say - .842 - - 
Factor 3 
Contemporary 
Authenticity 
Commercialization is compatible with authenticity  - - .778 - 
.649 
Globalization does not negatively affect the authenticity of 
things 
- - .752 - 
Contemporary is more authentic than traditional - - .747 - 
Factor 4 
Denial of 
Authenticity 
The authenticity of things cannot be proved - - - .855 
.721 It is too hard to see the real  - - - .831 
I don't think anything is absolutely authentic - - - .701 
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 4.4.2 Subject-oriented Authenticity 
 To determine the number of factors, I performed three- and four-, and five-factor EFA on 
the 18 items using Oblique rotation with CF-Quartimax. Based on the results, the three-factor 
model was selected as the final model for the current study because the RMSEA (90% CI) of the 
model suggested an acceptable fit to the data (RMSEA= .076, χ2 =477.999), and the ECVI 
associated with the model was relatively small (1.951). The interpretability of the four-factor 
model was far superior to any other models. In addition, based on the three standards of 
purification, five items, “when I act in accordance with my values,” “when I behave without 
succumbing to peer pressure,” “when I fit in,” “when I am around friends or family,” “when I 
share my deep dark secrets,” were eliminated in order to obtain theoretically meaningful 
constructs. 
 Before examining the results on how respondents scored the items, I examined the 
internal consistency of each factor. Reliability analysis (Cronbach's alpha) was performed to test 
the internal consistency of each factor. The results showed that the alpha coefficient for the four 
factors ranged from 0.714 to 0.781, which was considered an acceptable level (Nunnally, 1978). 
 As presented in Table 4.7, the three factors were labeled: Self-Discovery, Self-
Involvement, and Human Relationship. The first factor, Self-Discovery, included seven items: 
“When I get in touch with my own individuality,” “when I know how I really feel inside,” “when 
I recognize my strengths and weaknesses,” “when I take a stand regardless of the consequences,” 
“when I take a stand regardless of the consequences,” “when I forge my own path,” and “when I 
freely express my opinions.” The second factor, Self-Involvement, included four items: “when I 
feel connected to my past,” “when I am in touch with my roots,” “when I experience something 
that triggers a memory,” and “when I feel connected to my surroundings.” The fourth and last 
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factor, Human Relationship, included two items: “when I feel a sense of belonging,” and “when I 
feel comfortable in relationships.”  
 
Table 4.7 Exploratory Factor Analysis of Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale 
Factor Items Factor Loadings α 
Factor 1 
Self-Identity  
 
When I get in touch with my own individuality .802 - - 
.781 
When I know how I really feel inside  .755 - - 
When I forge my own path .749 - - 
When I recognize my strengths and weaknesses  .674 - - 
When I freely express myself .524 - - 
When I am aware of what motivates me .585 - - 
When I take a stand regardless of the consequences  .425 - - 
Factor 3 
Self-
Involvement 
When I feel connected to my past  - .806 - 
.714 
When I am in touch with my roots - .770 - 
When I experience something that triggers a memory - .732 - 
When I feel connected to my surroundings - .615 - 
Factor 4 
Human 
Relationship 
When I feel comfortable in relationships - - .856 
.734 When I feel a sense of belonging - - .773 
 
 
4.4.3 Preference for Urban Tourism 
The Preference for Urban Tourism Scale is a uni-dimensional scale. Therefore EFA was 
not appropriate, and only Cronbach’s alpha could be used to calculate the internal consistency of 
the three items that measure preference for urban tourism. The alpha coefficient of the three 
items was 0.861, which was considered an acceptable level.  
 
Table 4.8 Internal Consistency Assessment of Preference for Urban Tourism 
Construct Items α 
Preference for Urban 
Tourism 
I would rather visit urban areas than non-urban areas on vacation 
.861 Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit on vacation 
I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation 
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 4.4.4 Preferred Urban Attractions 
Employing an exploratory factor analysis on 39 items on the Preferred Urban Attractions 
Scale, I identified six factors, each of which represents a group of similar urban attractions. To 
obtain theoretically meaningful constructs, 17 items that did not fulfill the standard were 
eliminated; finally, a total 22 attractions were remained. As presented in Table 4.9, the six factors 
were labeled: Historic Sites and Museums, Folk and Ethnic Sites, Shopping and Entertainment 
Sites, Nature-based Sites, Everyday Spaces, and Night Spots. The alpha coefficient for the six 
factors was considered an acceptable level.  
 
Table 4.9 Exploratory Factor Analysis of Preferred Urban Attractions 
 Items Factor Loadings α 
Factor 1 
Historic Sites 
and Museums 
History museums  .856 - - - - - 
.806 
Historic districts .826 - - - - - 
Monuments .759 - - - - - 
Art museums and galleries .584 - - - - - 
Factor 2 
Folk and 
Ethnic Sites 
Ethnic districts  - .848 - - - - 
.754 
Ethnic restaurants  - .842 - - - - 
Traditional markets  -- .777 - - - - 
Street vendors - .758 - - - - 
Factor 3 
Shopping and 
Entertainment 
Sites 
Amusement parks - - .800 - - - 
.632 
Shopping centers and malls - - .747 - - - 
Sports venues and stadiums - - .634 - - - 
Movie theaters - - .623 - - - 
Factor 4 
Nature-based 
Sites 
Botanical gardens  - - - .828 - - 
.641 Zoos and aquaria - - - .714 - - 
Seas, rivers and lakes - - - .678 - - 
Factor 5 
Everyday 
Spaces 
Schools  - - - - .798 - 
.689 
Office areas - - - - .758 - 
Residential areas - - - - .751 - 
Convenience stores - - - - .742 - 
Franchise restaurants - - - - .645 - 
Factor 6 
Night Spots 
Bars and Pubs - - - - - .732 
.715 
Night clubs - - - - - .726 
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4.5 Summary 
 The purpose of Phase I was twofold: first, to validate the existing conceptual constructs 
relating to how respondents define authenticity in tourism; and second, to identify newly 
emerging constructs. The scale development yielded four constructs for object-oriented 
authenticity and three constructs for subject-oriented authenticity.  
 The Object-oriented Authenticity Scale consists of four constructs, each of which 
represents an individual definition of object-oriented authenticity that respondents indicated they 
held while on vacation. These are: 1) Traditional Authenticity, which applies to tourists who 
believe that ancient, traditional, and non-globalized objects are authentic; 2) Scientific 
Authenticity, which applies to tourists who focus on scholarly, scientific, and/or authoritative 
evidence; 3) Contemporary Authenticity, which applies to tourists who believe that the 
authenticity of object should reflect contemporary, present realities; and 4) Denial of Authenticity, 
which applies to tourists who refuse to admit that there is anything absolutely authentic. 
 The Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale involves three constructs, which reflect three 
different definitions of subject-oriented authenticity that respondents indicated they held while 
on vacation. These are: 1) Self-Discovery, which applies to tourists who get in touch with their 
authentic selves when they realize or express their own individuality; 2) Self-Involvement, which 
applies to tourists who feel authentic when they have personal connections with places, sites, or 
activities; 3) Human Relationship, which applies to tourists who feel authentic when they interact 
with others. 
 I developed two additional scales, a Preference for Urban Tourism Scale and a Proffered 
Urban Attractions Scale. The Preference for Urban Tourism Scale consists of three items, which 
examine the degree to which respondents prefer to visit cities on vacation. The Preferred Urban 
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Attractions Scale consists of six types of attractions with a total of 22 urban attractions, two to 
five for each type, and asks the degree to which respondents prefer to visit each of these 
attractions when they visit cities. 
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CHAPTER V 
PHASE II: AUTHENTICITY AND URBAN TOURISM 
 
5.1 Procedure 
 This phase aimed to illuminate how respondents’ various definitions of authenticity 
influence their tourist experiences in urban areas. Employing Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) 
for data collection, I utilized the four scales developed in the prior phase, namely Object-oriented 
Authenticity Scale, Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale, Preference for Urban Tourism Scale, and 
Preferred Urban Attractions Scale, to estimate the extent to which different definitions of 
authenticity influenced the preference for different urban tourist attracctions. Using descriptive 
statistics, confirmatory factor analysis, correlation analysis, ANOVA, and step-wise multiple 
regression analysis, the current phase focused on the influence of respondents’ various 
definitions of authenticity on their preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions 
 
 
Figure 5.1 Procedure of Phase II 
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 5.1.1 Questionnaire Design 
Based on the result of scale development in the prior phase, I develop a questionnaire. 
The questionnaire consists of five sections: 1) object-authenticity, 2) subject-authenticity, 3) 
preference for urban tourism, 4) preferred urban attractions, and 5) demographic information. 
Responses in the first four sections were indicated on a 5-point Likert scale (5=strongly agree, 
1=strongly disagree), with an additional 'I don't know' option. Table 5.1 shows the all the items 
of the questionnaire. 
1) The first section asks participants their opinions relative to object authenticity with 
11 statements addressing what makes them trust the authenticity of an object, such as 
"I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic" and "Commercialization is 
compatible with authenticity."  
2) The second section asks participants to identify when they feel they are being the 
most authentic, with 13 statements, such as "when I am aware of what motivates me" 
and “when I experience something that triggers a memory."  
3) The third section contains three statements identifying the degree to which they 
prefer to visit urban areas on vacation, namely “I would rather visit urban areas than 
non-urban areas on vacation,” “Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit 
on vacation,” and “I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation.”  
4) The fourth section asks participants what attracts them to visit urban areas on 
vacation, with 22 examples of various urban components that may attract individuals 
to visit cities, such as amusement parks, history museums, shopping centers and 
malls, ethnic districts, residential areas, and traditional markets.  
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5) The fifth section consists of five questions designed to gather respondents’ 
demographic information, including gender, age, ethnicity, education, income. 
 
Table 5.1 Questionnaire Items 
Scales Constructs Items 
Object-
oriented 
Authenticity 
(11 items) 
Traditional 
Authenticity 
I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic 
I prefer things that are not influenced by global culture 
I want to keep things made in a traditional manner 
Scientific 
Authenticity 
I can usually rely on what scholars or experts say 
I trust things that are supported by scientific research 
Contemporary 
Authenticity 
Commercialization is compatible with authenticity. 
Contemporary is more authentic than traditional 
Globalization does not negatively affect the authenticity of things 
Denial of 
Authenticity 
I don't think anything is absolutely authentic 
It is too hard to see the real 
The authenticity of things cannot be proved 
Subject 
oriented 
Authenticity 
(13 items) 
Self-Discovery 
when I am aware of what motivates me  
when I freely express myself 
when I forge my own path 
when I get in touch with my own individuality 
when I know how I really feel inside 
when I recognize my strengths and weaknesses 
when I take a stand regardless of the consequences 
Self-Involvement 
when I am in touch with my roots 
when I experience something that triggers a memory 
when I feel connected to surroundings  
when I feel connected to my past 
Relationship 
when I feel comfortable in relationships 
when I feel a sense of belonging 
Preference for Urban Tourism 
(3 items) 
I would rather visit urban areas than non-urban areas on vacation 
Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit on vacation 
I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation 
Preference 
regarding 
Urban 
Attractions 
(22 items) 
Historic Sites/ 
Museums 
Historic districts, Monuments, History museums, Art museums and 
galleries 
Folk Sites Traditional markets, Street vendors, Ethnic districts, Ethnic restaurants 
Nature-based 
Sites 
Seas, rivers, and lakes, Zoos and aquaria, Botanical gardens 
Everyday Sites 
Residential areas, Schools, Office areas, Convenience Stores, Franchise 
Restaurants 
Shopping and 
Entertainment 
Sites 
Amusement parks, Shopping centers and malls, Sport complexes and 
venues, Movie theaters 
Night Spots Bars and pubs, Night clubs 
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 5.1.2 Data Collection 
In February 2013, participants took the survey on the MTurk website, which was 
available up to 500 participants. Upon submission of a consent form on the MTurk website, 
participants were directed to the questionnaire, which was located at the Survey Monkey site. 
The questionnaire was expected to take about 15 minutes to complete, but to account for 
distractions, participants were given 30 minutes to complete it. Participants were able to 
complete the questionnaire from any computer that allows connection to the MTurk website. In 
addition, to improve the interpretability of the results, all respondents not living in the US were 
excluded using the qualification function offered by MTurk. 
 A total of 500 respondents submitted questionnaires via MTurk. I then excluded 30 
questionnaires that contained considerable number of missing answers. As shown in Table, a 
total of 470 questionnaires were used as the final sample. The majority of survey respondents 
were male (60.4%) in the 20 to 29 age range (46.0%) and White/Caucasian (73.8%). About 87% 
of the respondents described their education level as having at least some college. More than half 
of the respondents had an income under $49,999.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
72 
 
Table 5.2 Demographic Information of Respondents in Phase II 
Characteristic Number Rate (%) 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
 
284 
186 
 
60.4 
39.6 
Age 
19 or younger 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 or older 
 
33 
216 
131 
53 
22 
15 
 
7.0 
46.0 
27.9 
11.3 
4.7 
3.2 
Annual Income 
Under $24,999 
$25,000-49,999 
$50,000-74,999 
$75,000-99,999 
$100,000-124,999 
$125,000-149,999 
$150,000-174,999 
$175,000-199,999 
Over $200,000  
 
108 
145 
107 
61 
26 
     8 
5 
5 
5 
 
23.0 
30.9 
22.8 
13.0 
5.5 
1.7 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
Education 
Less than high school degree 
High school degree 
Some college, but no degree 
Bachelor's degree 
Graduate degree 
 
7 
52 
179 
181 
51 
 
.2 
11.1 
38.4 
38.5 
10.8 
Ethnicity 
Asian 
African American/Black 
Hispanic 
Caucasian/White 
Other 
 
61 
21 
30 
347 
11 
 
13.0 
4.5 
6.4 
73.8 
2.3 
TOTAL 470 100.0 
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 5.1.3 Data Analysis 
 To illuminate how respondents’ various definitions of authenticity influence their 
preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions, I utilized confirmatory factor 
analysis, descriptive statistics, ANOVA, correlation analysis, and stepwise multiple regression 
analysis.  
 First, to ensure the validity of the scales developed in the prior phase, I conducted 
confirmatory factor analysis. The CFA was performed as an extension of scale development. 
Because the Preference for Urban Tourism Scale is a one-dimensional scale, only the other three 
scales, the Object-oriented Authenticity Scale, Subject-oriented Scale, and Preferred Urban 
Attractions Scale, were tested in the CFA using maximum likelihood estimation. In addition, 
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to test the internal consistency of each construct in the four 
scales. 
 Second, the descriptive statistics, namely mean scores and standard deviation, were 
calculated for all items and constructs to look into overall tendencies in respondents’ definitions 
of authenticity and in their preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions. The 
difference between mean scores was tested by ANOVA. In addition, to obtain basic information 
about the relationship between constructs, correlation analysis was used. 
 Third, to identify the relationship between respondents’ definitions of authenticity and 
their preferences for urban tourism and attractions, multiple regression analysis was employed. 
According to Pedhazur (1997), multiple regression analysis seeks to determine the relationship 
between a dependent variable and several independent variables by minimizing the total error 
between the observed data and the proposed regression relationship. Since multiple regression 
analysis is considered useful for investigating exploratory variables, it was the most suitable 
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technique to test all the variables in the current analysis, which was exploratory in nature as thees 
variables have not been systematically tested in previous research. 
 Multiple regression analysis was performed to determine the relative impact of the seven 
independent variables, the three definitions of object-oriented authenticity and four definitions of 
subject-oriented authenticity, on the seven dependent variables, the respondents’ preference for 
urban tourism and on the degree to which they preferred the six types of urban attractions listed. 
To determine the best predictor model, I utilized step-wise analysis in which three different 
regression models were used for each of the seven dependent variables. Stepwise regression is 
the most commonly used method of selecting a variable set, and is conducted in a step-by-step 
procedure by either adding or deleting variables (Dielman, 1991; Rawlings, Pantula & Dickey, 
1998). Therefore, this analysis was expected to reveal the interaction between object-oriented 
and subject-oriented authenticity. The mean score of the items in each construct was used in the 
regression equations. 
 More specifically, in Model 1, only the four constructs of object-oriented authenticity 
were included as independent variables. In Model 2, only the three constructs of subject-oriented 
authenticity were included as independent variables. Then, in Model 3, all seven constructs were 
included as independent variables. This step-wise regression model was expected to examine the 
influence of each of the two different types of authenticity, object-oriented and subject-oriented, 
on respondents’ preferences for urban tourism in general and more specifically on preferred 
urban attractions. In addition, to diagnose multicollinearity, the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) 
of the independent variables was employed. A VIF value lower than 10 is considered to be an 
acceptable level of multicollinearity (Dielman, 1991; Rawlings, Pantula & Dickey, 1998). 
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Figure 5.2 Theoretical Model 
 
5.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Assessment 
CFA was performed on only three of the four scales since Preference for Urban Tourism 
Scale is a one-dimensional scale, and not suitable for CFA. In other words, CFA was performed 
on the Object-oriented Authenticity Scale, Subject-oriented Scale, and Preferred Urban 
Attractions Scale. The CFA results indicated that all three scales had acceptable model fit.  
In addition, to test the internal consistency of each construct, Cronbach’s alpha was 
calculated. The coefficient of the three items ranged from .622 to .814, which was also an 
acceptable level. These results indicated that the four scales were reliable.  
 
Table 5.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 AGIF CFI RMSEA 
Object-oriented Authenticity Scale 
Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale 
Preferred Urban Attractions Scale 
.930 
.905 
.877 
.909 
.913 
.903 
.063 
.070 
.072 
Acceptable Level AGIF > .85 CFI > .90 RMSEA < .08 
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Table 5.4 Internal Consistency of Constructs 
Scale Construct Cronbach’s α 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity Scale 
Traditional Authenticity .640 
Scientific Authenticity .661 
Contemporary Authenticity .636 
Denial of Authenticity .622 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity Scale 
Self-Discovery .794 
Self-Involvement .712 
Human Relationship .659 
Preference for Urban 
Tourism Scale 
Preference for Urban Tourism .769 
Preferred Urban 
Attractions Scale 
Historic Sites and Museums .814 
Folk and Ethnic Sites .796 
Shopping and Entertainment Sites .677 
Nature-based Sites .644 
Everyday Spaces .698 
Night Spots .719 
 
5.3 Descriptive Statistics 
 To observe the overall tendencies of respondents’ definitions of authenticity and of their 
preference for urban tourism and urban attractions, mean scores and standard deviation for all 
items and constructs were calculated. The difference of mean scores was tested in ANOVA. 
 
 5.3.1. Authenticity 
 Table 5.5 presents mean scores and the standard deviation for object- and subject-
oriented authenticity items and definitional constructs. The ANOVA verified that the difference 
of mean scores was statistically significant. The results showed that the mean scores of subject-
oriented authenticity items and definitional constructs were generally higher than those of object-
oriented authenticity items and definitional constructs. The mean score for Scientific 
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Authenticity was the highest of all definitional constructs on the Object-oriented Authenticity 
Scale, while Self-Discovery had the highest mean score of all definitional constructs on the 
Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale. Denial of Authenticity scored the lowest of all seven 
definitional constructs. 
 
Table 5.5 Descriptive Statistics of Authenticity Items I 
Scale Definitional 
construct 
Item Mean S.D Mean S.D 
Object-
oriented 
Authent
icity 
Traditional 
Authenticity 
I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic 3.48 1.04 
3.17 .78 I want keep things made in a traditional manner 3.18 1.00 
I prefer things that are not influenced by global culture 2.84 1.03 
Scientific 
Authenticity 
I trust things that are supported by scientific research 4.14 .92 
3.98 .60 
I can usually rely on what scholars or scientists say 3.81 .85 
Contemporary 
Authenticity 
Globalization does not negatively affect the authenticity of things 3.01 1.05 
2.81 .75 Commercialization is compatible with authenticity 2.79 1.02 
Contemporary is more authentic than traditional 2.64 .88 
Denial of 
Authenticity 
It is too hard to see the real 2.67 .95 
2.55 .74 I don’t think anything is absolutely authentic 2.62 1.05 
The authenticity of things cannot be proved 2.36 .94 
Subject-
oriented 
Authent
icity 
Self-
Discovery 
When I get in touch with my own individuality 4.02 .88 
3.92 .60 
When I freely express myself 3.99 .93 
When I know how I really feel inside 3.93 .93 
When I am aware of what motivates me 3.93 .85 
When I forge my own path 3.91 .90 
When I recognize my strengths and weaknesses 3.86 .88 
When I take a stand regardless of the consequences 3.80 .95 
Self-
Involvement 
When I feel connected to my surroundings 3.84 .88 
3.61 .74 
When I am in touch with my roots 3.63 1.09 
When I feel connected to my past 3.54 1.03 
When I experience something that triggers a memory 3.43 1.05 
Human 
Relationship 
When I feel comfortable in my relationship 3.75 .86 
3.73 .80 
When I feel a sense of belonging 3.70 .99 
Note: 5-point Likert scale (5=strongly agree, 1=strongly disagree) 
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 Furthermore, the results showed that five of the seven definitional constructs had mean 
scores higher than 3 (neutral), the two exceptions being Contemporary Authenticity and Denial 
of Authenticity. Table 5.6 shows that the mean score on both Object-and Subject-oriented Scales 
for a majority of respondents was more than 3. In particular, significantly more than half of 
respondents gave scores above 3 for Traditional Authenticity, Scientific Authenticity, Self-
Discovery, Self-Involvement, and Human Relationship.    
 
Table 5.6 Descriptive Statistics of Authenticity Items II 
Definitional construct 
Mean score < 3 3 ≤ Mean score 
N % N % 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
158 
35 
239 
322 
34% 
7% 
51% 
69% 
312 
435 
231 
148 
66% 
93% 
49% 
31% 
Object-oriented Authenticity 191 41% 279 59% 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
25 
75 
55 
5% 
16% 
12% 
445 
395 
415 
95% 
84% 
88% 
Subject-oriented Authenticity 30 6% 440 94% 
Note: 5-point Likert scale (5=strongly agree, 1=strongly disagree) 
 
 In addition, to examine the relationship between the four definitional constructs on the 
Object-oriented Authenticity Scale and the three definitional constructs on the Subject-oriented 
Authenticity Scale, correlation analysis was employed. As revealed in Table 5.7, there is a 
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significant positive correlation (r=.229, p<0.01) between the two scales in general. Furthermore, 
except for the definitional construct of Denial of Authenticity, most definitional constructs were 
found to be significantly related to each other:  
1) Traditional Authenticity and Self-Involvement were significantly positively 
correlated (r=.317, p<0.01); 
2) Traditional Authenticity and Human Relationship were significantly positively 
correlated (r=.156, p<0.01); 
3) Scientific Authenticity and all three definitional constructs on the Subject-oriented 
Authenticity Scale were significantly positively correlated: Self-Involvement (r=.266, 
p<0.01), Self-Involvement (r=.144, p<0.01), and Human Relationship (r=.167, 
p<0.01); 
4) Contemporary Authenticity and Self-Discovery were significantly correlated (p=.100, 
p<0.05); 
5) Contemporary Authenticity and Human Relationship were significantly correlated 
(p=.114, p<0.05).  
 
Table 5.7 Correlation Analysis of Authenticity Constructs 
 
Traditional 
Authenticity 
Scientific 
Authenticity 
Contemporary 
Authenticity 
Denial of 
Authenticity 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery .031 .266
**
 .100
*
 -.051 .145
**
 
Self-Involvement .317
**
 .144
**
 .000 -.025 .222
**
 
Human Relationship .156
**
 .167
**
 .114
*
 .001 .216
**
 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
.187
**
 .255
**
 .086 -.040 .229
**
 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
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 5.3.2. Preference for Urban Tourism  
 Table 5.8 shows descriptive statistics for the three items on the Preference for Urban 
Tourism Scale. The results show that the mean score of each item ranged from 2.97 to 3.82 and 
that the mean score of all three items is 3.45. 
 
Table 5.8 Descriptive Statistics of Preference for Urban Tourism 
Items Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit on vacation 3.82 .96 
3.45 .88 I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation 3.57 1.07 
I would rather visit urban areas than non-urban areas on vacation 2.97 1.14 
 
  
 5.3.3. Preferred Urban Attractions 
 To see what types of urban attractions respondents preferred, mean scores and the 
standard deviation of items and constructs on the Preferred Urban Attractions Scale were 
calculated. As Table 5.9 shows, the construct of Historical Sites and Museums had the highest 
mean score (3.50) of the six types of urban attractions, while the construct of Everyday Spaces 
had the lowest mean score (2.74). The ANOVA verified that the difference of mean scores was 
statistically significant. 
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Table 5.9 Descriptive Statistics of Preferred Urban Attractions 
Construct Item Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
Historic Sites & 
Museums 
Historic districts 3.60 1.10 
3.50 .88 
Monuments 3.58 1.04 
History museums 3.42 1.11 
Art museums and galleries 3.40 1.15 
Folk & Ethnic Sites Ethnic restaurants 3.33 1.18 
3.18 .83 
Traditional markets 3.26 1.10 
Street vendors 3.18 1.10 
Ethnic districts 2.91 1.20 
Shopping & 
Entertainment Sites 
Amusement parks 3.08 1.17 
2.80 .84 
Shopping centers and malls 3.00 1.19 
Sports venues and stadiums 2.71 1.23 
Movie theaters 2.39 1.12 
Nature-based Sites Seas, rivers and lakes 3.78 1.03 
3.37 .84 Zoos and aquaria 3.41 1.07 
Botanical gardens 2.93 1.21 
Everyday Spaces Convenience stores 2.67 1.14 
2.19 .71 
Franchise restaurants 2.60 1.15 
Residential areas 2.28 1.04 
Schools 1.73 .95 
Office areas 1.68 .93 
Night Spots Bars and Pubs 3.12 1.33 
2.74 1.13 
Night clubs 2.35 1.23 
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 In addition, to examine the relationship of six attraction constructs, I conducted 
correlation analysis using the mean scores of six constructs. As Table 5.10 shows, most 
constructs were significantly correlated. In particular, there were large correlations (p<.01) 
among Historic Sites, Folk and Ethnic Sites, and Nature-based Sites while the correlation among 
Everyday Spaces, Shopping and Entertainment Sites was also significantly large (r=.584, p<.01). 
 
Table 5.10 Correlation Analysis of Preferred Urban Attractions Constructs 
 
Historic Sites 
and Museums 
Folk and 
Ethnic Sites 
Everyday 
Spaces 
Shopping and 
Entertainment 
Sites 
Nature-based 
Sites 
Night Spots 
Historic Sites and 
Museums 
1      
Folk and Ethnic 
Sites 
.571** 1     
Everyday Spaces .185** .341** 1    
Shopping and 
Entertainment Sites 
.234** .239** .584** 1   
Nature-based Sites .552** .416** .155** .263** 1 
 
Night Spots .183** .379** .331** .331** .104* 1 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
 
 
5.4. Multiple Regression Analysis 
 
 5.4.1 Preference for Urban Tourism 
 To examine the relationship between respondents’ various definitions of authenticity and 
their preference for urban tourism, the three multiple regression models, described in section 
5.1.3 above, were employed. The results indicated that no VIF value exceeded 10.0 in any of the 
three models, indicating that while multi-collinearity did exit, multi-collinearity did not 
significantly influence the stability of the parameter estimates. According to the adjusted R
2
 
statistic, the three regression models predicted 2.6%, 3.5%, and 5.4%, respectively, of 
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respondents’ preference for urban tourism can be explained by the independent variables 
included in each model. These R
2
 scores are considered to be small, although the R
2
 score was 
higher in Model 3 where the definitional constructs of both object- and subject-oriented 
authenticity were included.  
 In spite of the low R
2
 scores, these regression models provided some interesting 
information about the influence of the definitional constructs of authenticity on the degree to 
which respondents preferred urban tourism. The results showed that respondents who tended to 
think of authenticity in terms of Contemporary Authenticity and/or Self-Discovery indicated a 
significantly preference for urban tourism. In addition, those who tended to deny the concept of 
authenticity also indicated a preference for urban tourism. The other authenticity definitions did 
not significantly influence the preference for urban tourism. There was no significant difference 
in the results among the three models.  
 
Table 5.11 Multiple Regression of Preference for Urban Tourism 
Category Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
-.012 
.078 
.127
*
 
.088
*
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
-.045 
.028 
.107
*
 
.095
*
 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
- 
- 
- 
.164
**
 
.014 
.059 
.149
*
 
.043 
.040 
adjust R
2
 .026 .035 .054 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
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 5.4.2 Preferred Urban Attractions  
Historic Sites and Museums 
To examine the relationship between respondents’ various definitions of authenticity and the 
preference for Historic Sites and Museums, the three multiple regression models were employed. 
The results indicated that no VIF value exceeded 10.0 in any of the three models, indicating that 
while multi-collinearity did exit, multi-collinearity did not significantly influence the stability of 
the parameter estimates. According to the adjusted R
2
 statistic, each of three regression models 
explained 3.6%, 4.2%, and 6.1%, respectively, of respondents’ preference for Historic Sites and 
Museums can be explained by the independent variables included in each model. These R
2
 scores 
are considered to be small, although the R
2
 score was higher in Model 3 where the definitional 
constructs of both object- and subject-oriented authenticity were included.  
In spite of the low R
2
 scores, these regression models provided some interesting 
information about the influence of the definitional constructs of authenticity on the degree to 
which respondents preferred Historic Sites and Museums. The results showed that respondents 
who tended to think of authenticity in terms of Scientific Authenticity and/or Self-Involvement 
indicated a significant preference for Historic Sites and Museums, while those who tended to 
think of authenticity in terms of Human Relationship were significantly unlikely to visit this type 
of attractions. However, regarding Traditional Authenticity, there was a significant difference 
among the three models. Model 1 shows that respondents who tended to think of authenticity in 
terms of Traditional Authenticity indicated their preference for Historic Sites and Museums to a 
statistically significant extent, while in Model 3, they did not. This indicates, considering the 
significantly positive correlation between Traditional Authenticity and all the definitional 
constructs on the Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale, that even people who think of authenticity 
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in terms of Traditional Authenticity may not experience authenticity in Historic Sites and 
Museums if they do not feel Subject-oriented Authenticity in these places. The other definitions 
of authenticity, namely Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, and Self-Discovery, 
did not significantly influence their preference for Historic Sites and Museums. 
 
Table 5.12 Multiple Regression of preference for Historic Sites and Museums 
Category Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
.142
**
 
.124
**
 
-.086 
-.041 
- 
- 
- 
- 
.097 
.095
*
 
-.087 
-.025 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
- 
- 
- 
.081 
.230
**
 
-.122
*
 
.076 
.184
**
 
-.116
*
 
adjust R
2
 .037 .044 .061 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
 
Folk and Ethnic Sites 
 To examine the relationship between respondents’ various definitions of authenticity and 
their preference for Folk and Ethnic Sites, the three multiple regression models were employed. 
The results indicated that no VIF value exceeded 10.0 in any of the three models, indicating that 
while multi-collinearity did exit, multi-collinearity did not significantly influence the stability of 
the parameter estimates. According to the adjusted R
2
 statistic, each of three regression models 
explained 1.3%, 5.9%, and 5.7%, respectively, of respondents’ preference for Folk and Ethnic 
Sites can be explained by the independent variables included in each model. These R
2
 scores are 
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considered to be small, although the R
2
 score was higher in Model 3 where the definitional 
constructs of both object- and subject-oriented authenticity were included.  
 In spite of the low R
2
 scores, these regression models provided some interesting 
information about the influence of the definitional constructs of authenticity on the degree to 
which respondents preferred Folk and Ethnic Sites. Model 1 shows that respondents Model 1 
shows that respondents who tended to think of authenticity in terms of Traditional Authenticity 
and/or Scientific Authenticity indicated their preference for Folk and Ethnic Sites to a 
statistically significant extent, while in Model 3, they did not. This indicates, considering the 
significantly positive correlation between Traditional/Scientific Authenticity and all the 
definitional constructs on the Subject-oriented Scale, that even people who think of authenticity 
in terms of Traditional Authenticity and/or Scientific Authenticity may not experience 
authenticity in Folk and Ethnic Sites if they do not feel Subject-oriented Authenticity in these 
places. The other definitions of authenticity, namely Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of 
Authenticity, Self-Discovery, and Human Relationship did not significantly influence their 
preference for Folk and Ethnic Sites.  
 
Table 5.13 Multiple Regression of Preference for Folk and Ethnic Sites 
Category Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
.114
*
 
.095
*
 
.021 
.058 
- 
- 
- 
- 
.040 
.046 
.002 
.069 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
- 
- 
- 
.077 
.208
**
 
.011 
.075. 
.195
**
 
.005 
adjust R
2
 .016 .059 .059 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
87 
 
 Shopping and Entertainment Sites 
To examine the relationship between respondents’ various definitions of authenticity and their 
preference for Shopping and Entertainment Sites, the three multiple regression models were 
employed. The results indicated that no VIF value exceeded 10.0 in any of the three models, 
indicating that while multi-collinearity did exit, multi-collinearity did not significantly influence 
the stability of the parameter estimates. According to the adjusted R
2
 statistic, each of three 
regression models explained 6.7%, 8.3%, and 11.7%, respectively, of respondents’ preference for 
Shopping and Entertainment Sites can be explained by the independent variables included in 
each model. These R
2
 scores are considered to be small, although the R
2
 score was higher in 
Model 3 where the definitional constructs of both object- and subject-oriented authenticity were 
included.  
In spite of the low R
2
 scores, these regression models provided some interesting 
information about the influence of the definitional constructs of authenticity on the degree to 
which respondents preferred Shopping and Entertainment Sites. The results showed that 
respondents who tended to think of authenticity in terms of Traditional Authenticity, 
Contemporary Authenticity, Self-Involvement, and/or Human Relationship indicated a 
significantly preference for Shopping and Entertainment Sites. The other authenticity definitions, 
Scientific Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, and Self-Discovery, did not significantly 
influence the preference for urban tourism. There was no significant difference in the results 
among the three models. 
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Table 5.14 Multiple Regression of Preference for Shopping and Entertainment Sites 
Category Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
.235
*
 
-.021 
.207
**
 
.008 
- 
- 
- 
- 
.152
*
 
-.062 
.179
**
 
.016 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
- 
- 
- 
-.039 
.198
**
 
.162
**
 
.-020 
.165
**
 
.139
*
 
adjust R
2
 .066 .084 .119 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
 
 Everyday Spaces 
To examine the relationship between respondents’ various definitions of authenticity and their 
preference for Everyday Spaces, the three multiple regression models were employed. The 
results indicated that no VIF value exceeded 10.0 in any of the three models, indicating that 
while multi-collinearity did exit, multi-collinearity did not significantly influence the stability of 
the parameter estimates. According to the adjusted R
2
 statistic, each of three regression models 
explained 6.4%, 6.5%, and 11.2%, respectively, of respondents’ preference for Everyday Spaces 
can be explained by the independent variables included in each model. These R
2
 scores are 
considered to be small, although the R
2
 score was higher in Model 3 where the definitional 
constructs of both object- and subject-oriented authenticity were included.  
In spite of the low R
2
 scores, these regression models provided some interesting 
information about the influence of the definitional constructs of authenticity on the degree to 
which respondents preferred Everyday Spaces. The results showed that respondents who tended 
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to think of authenticity in terms of Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, Self-
Involvement, and/or Human Relationship indicated a significantly preference for Everyday 
Spaces, while respondents who tended to think of authenticity in terms of Scientific Authenticity 
were unlikely to visit these spaces.  
 However, regarding Traditional Authenticity, there was a significant difference between 
models. Model 1 shows that respondents who tended to think of authenticity in terms of 
Traditional Authenticity indicated their preference for Everyday Spaces to a statistically 
significant extent, while in Model 3, they did not. This indicates, considering the significantly 
positive correlation between Traditional Authenticity and all the definitional constructs on the 
Subject-oriented Authenticity Scale, that even people who think of authenticity in terms of 
Traditional Authenticity may not experience authenticity in Everyday Spaces if they do not feel 
Subject-oriented Authenticity in these places.  
 
Table 5.15 Multiple Regression of Preference for Everyday Spaces 
Category Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
.178
**
 
-.100
*
 
.207
**
 
.127
**
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
.095 
-.131
**
 
.185
**
 
.134
**
 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
- 
- 
- 
-.092 
.194
**
 
.134
*
 
-.058 
.186
**
 
.110
*
 
adjust R
2
 .081 .062 .126 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
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 Nature-based Sites 
To examine the relationship between respondents’ various definitions of authenticity and their 
preference for Nature-based Sites, the three multiple regression models were employed. The 
results indicated that no VIF value exceeded 10.0 in any of the three models, indicating that 
while multi-collinearity did exit, multi-collinearity did not significantly influence the stability of 
the parameter estimates. According to the adjusted R
2
 statistic, each of three regression models 
explained 2.6%, 4.3%, and 5.1% respectively, of respondents’ preference for Nature-based Sites 
can be explained by the independent variables included in each model. These R
2
 scores are 
considered to be small, although the R
2
 score was higher in Model 3 where the definitional 
constructs of both object- and subject-oriented authenticity were included.  
In spite of the low R
2
 scores, these regression models provided some interesting 
information about the influence of the definitional constructs of authenticity on the degree to 
which respondents preferred Nature-based Sites. The results showed that only respondents who 
tended to think of authenticity in terms of Self-Involvement indicated a significantly preference 
for Nature-based Sites. The rest of authenticity definitions, Traditional Authenticity, Scientific 
Authenticity, Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, Self-Discovery, and Human 
Relationship, did not significantly influence the preference for Nature-based Sites. There was no 
significant difference in the results among the three models. 
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Table 5.16 Multiple Regression of Preference for Nature and Landscape 
Category Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
.167 
-.020 
-.042 
-.034 
- 
- 
- 
- 
.121 
-.061 
-.018 
-.035 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
- 
- 
- 
-.043 
.183
**
 
.004 
.011 
.192
**
 
-.018 
adjust R
2
 .026 .023 .051 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
 
 Night Spots 
 To examine the relationship between respondents’ various definitions of authenticity and 
their preference for Night Spots, the three multiple regression models were employed. The 
results indicated that no VIF value exceeded 10.0 in any of the three models, indicating that 
while multi-collinearity did exit, multi-collinearity did not significantly influence the stability of 
the parameter estimates. According to the adjusted R
2
 statistic, each of three regression models 
explained 1.4%, 5.4%, and 6.3% respectively, of respondents’ preference for Night Spots can be 
explained by the independent variables included in each model. These R
2
 scores are considered 
to be small, although the R
2
 score was higher in Model 3 where the definitional constructs of 
both object- and subject-oriented authenticity were included.  
In spite of the low R
2
 scores, these regression models provided some interesting 
information about the influence of the definitional constructs of authenticity on the degree to 
which respondents preferred Night Spots. The results showed that respondents who tended to 
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think of authenticity in terms of Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, Self-
Discovery, and/or Self-Involvement indicated a significantly preference for Night Spots. There 
was no significant difference in the results among the three models. 
 
Table 5.17 Multiple Regression of Preference for Night Spots 
Category Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Object-oriented 
Authenticity 
Traditional Authenticity 
Scientific Authenticity 
Contemporary Authenticity 
Denial of Authenticity 
.108 
.024 
.102
*
 
.084
*
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
.044 
-.025 
.092
*
 
.093
*
 
Subject-oriented 
Authenticity 
Self-Discovery 
Self-Involvement 
Human Relationship 
- 
- 
- 
.110
*
 
.219
**
 
-.077 
.119
*
 
.216
**
 
-.092 
adjust R
2
 .018 .054 .065 
Note: ** p<0.01 * p<0.05 
 
5.5 Summary 
 Phase II examined how respondents’ various definitions of authenticity influenced their 
preferences for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions. I collected 470 samples by using 
the four scales developed in Phase I. I employed descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, 
confirmatory factor analysis, and step-wise multiple regression models to analyze the data.  
 The descriptive statistics showed that respondents tended to give higher scores on the 
Subject-oriented Scale than on the Object-oriented Scale, while Scientific Authenticity, one 
definition on the Object-oriented Authenticity Scale had the highest mean score among all seven 
of the authenticity definitional constructs. Conversely, Denial of Authenticity scored the lowest 
of all seven definitional constructs.  
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 The correlation analysis between object- and subject-oriented authenticity revealed that 
there was a significant positive correlation between the two different types of authenticity. This 
indicated that respondents tended to give similar scores on both scales. In particular, those who 
gave higher scores on Traditional Authenticity and Scientific Authenticity on the Object-oriented 
Authenticity Scale tended to give higher scores on most items in the Subject-oriented 
Authenticity Scale to a statistically significant extent. 
 According to the results of multiple regression analysis, the definitional constructs of 
authenticity did not serve as strong predictors of the preference for urban tourism and for 
preferred urban attractions, given that the R
2
 scores of the regression models were relatively 
small. However, the regression results revealed that there were meaningful variations in 
respondents’ preference for urban tourism and preferred attractions, depending on the definition 
of authenticity that the individual respondent had. In particular, as shown in Figure 5.3, 
respondents who gave higher scores for Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, and 
Self-Discovery tended to prefer to visit urban destinations on vacation. Moreover, as Table 5.18 
shows, respondents’ definitions of authenticity significantly influenced their preferred types of 
urban attractions: 1) Traditional Authenticity positively influenced the preference for Historic 
Sites and Museums, Folk and Ethnic Sites, Shopping and Entertainment Sites, Everyday Spaces, 
and Night Spots; 2) Scientific Authenticity positively influenced the preference for Historic Sites 
and Museums, Folk and Ethnic Sites and negatively influenced the preference for Everyday 
Spaces and Night Spots; 3) Contemporary Authenticity positively influenced the preference for 
Everyday Spaces, Shopping and Entertainment Sites, and Night Spots, 4) Denial of Authenticity 
positively influenced the preference for Everyday Spaces and Night Spots; 5) Self-Discovery 
positively influenced the preference for Night Spots; 6) Self-Involvement positively influenced 
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the preference for all six types of urban attractions; and 7) Human Relationship positively 
influenced the preference for Everyday Sites and Shopping and Entertainment Sites while it 
negatively affected the preference for Historic Sites and Museums. 
 The stepwise multiple regression analysis also provided information about how object- 
and subject authenticity interacted in respondent’s’ preference for a particular type of urban 
attraction as well as their preference for urban tourism in general. The results show that 
significant correlation between two types of authenticity led one type to affect the impact of the 
other on the preferences. In particular, the results showed that respondents who rely on 
Traditional Authenticity and/or Scientific Authenticity seemed to prefer for these types of urban 
attractions. However, the results also showed that these respondents were in fact motivated by 
Self-Involvement rather than Traditional/Scientific Authenticity because they would not prefer 
these sites if they do not think of authenticity in terms of Self-Involvement.  
 
 
Figure 5.3 Summary of Step-wise Regression of Preference for Urban Tourism 
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Table 5.18 Summary of Step-wise Regression of Preferred Urban Attractions 
Urban Attractions 
 
 
 
Authenticity Constructs 
Historic Sites 
& Museums 
Folk & 
Ethnic Sites 
Shopping & 
Entertainment 
Nature-based 
Sites 
Everyday 
Spaces 
Night Spots 
Traditional 
Authenticity 
(.142) (.114) .152  (.178)  
Scientific 
Authenticity 
.095 (.095)   -.131  
Contemporary 
Authenticity   .179  .185 .092 
Denial of 
Authenticity     .134 .093 
Self-Discovery      .119 
Self-Involvement .184 .195 .165 .192 .186 .216 
Human Relationship -.116  .139  .110  
 
Note: 1. Only significant beta coefficients from Model 3 are shown 
     2. The scores shown in parentheses were significant in Model 1 or 2 but not in Model 3. 
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CHAPTER VI 
DISCUSSION 
 
 For the last few decades, the concept of authenticity has generated vigorous debate 
among tourism scholars arising from the polysemic ambiguities, conceptual pluralism, and 
intertextuality of the concept. The controversies generated by the debate can be summed up in 
terms of three main inquiries: first, what are the various definitions of authenticity; second, how 
does authenticity influence the tourist experience; third, what is the relationship between object- 
and subject-oriented authenticity in urban tourism. In this dissertation, I propose that cities are 
the most appropriate research field for tourism scholars who want to observe the contemporary 
meaning of authenticity in tourism today, since they are regional and global nodal points for so 
many types of tourists holding the gamut of definitions of authenticity, a plethora of reasons for 
going there, and with a wide range of attractions to see. Therefore, the current quantitative 
analysis on authenticity and urban tourism was expected to provide meaningful insight into these 
three inquiries, which are deserving of scholarly attention on this subject and which to date have 
not been sufficiently supported by quantitative evidence.  
 
6.1 What are the various definitions of authenticity in the context of tourism? 
 Employing a scale development procedure, Phase I identified and validated seven 
authenticity definitional constructs, namely, four definitional constructs for object-oriented 
authenticity: Traditional Authenticity, Scientific Authenticity, Contemporary Authenticity, and 
Denial of Authenticity; and three definitional constructs for subject-oriented authenticity: Self-
Discovery, Self-Involvement, and Human Relationship. These definitional constructs reflected 
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how respondents defined authenticity in the context of tourism. Phase II then provided 
information about the degree to which respondents held each of the seven definitional constructs 
in the context of tourism. These findings about the various definitions of authenticity in the 
tourism context contribute to tourism research in seven important ways. 
 First, the definitional constructs related to subject-oriented authenticity were more 
important to respondents, generally speaking, than were those related to object-oriented 
authenticity. From this, it appears that contemporary tourists are more likely to seek authenticity 
from themselves than from the authenticity of toured objects. This finding is in line with the 
“role of subjectivity” that Uriely (2005) describes as one of characteristics of the postmodern 
tourist experience as he focuses on the shift of tourist attention “from the displayed objects to 
tourist subjective negotiation of meanings” (p. 161). Moreover, the current results are in contrast 
to Lau’s (2010) argument that most tourists in reality pay little attention to the existentialist 
concept of authenticity. This also implies that tourism scholars must consider both object- and 
subject-oriented authenticity in order to fully understand the tourist experience since object-
oriented authenticity can no longer be counted upon to explain the multifaceted aspects of the 
tourist experience, as has been suggested by Wang (1999), Kim and Jamal (2007), and Steiner 
and Reisinger (2006a, 2006b).  
 Second, the results showed that the conventional definition of object-oriented 
authenticity, which is rooted in essentialism, modernism, and objectivism, involved two distinct 
constructs, Traditional Authenticity and Scientific Authenticity, whereas previous studies have 
largely considered object-oriented authenticity to be a one-dimensional construct. In other words, 
the current results suggest that the tourist pursuit of tradition is distinguishable from the pursuit 
of scientific evidence, although they are both rooted in modernist, essentialist, and objectivist 
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perspectives on authenticity. These findings imply that the dualistic thinking of 
modern/postmodern is no longer sufficient to understanding authenticity in contemporary 
tourism. Rather, it suggests that tourism scholars should go beyond the binary oppositions and 
focus more on the various definitional constructs of authenticity held by individual tourists, as 
Rojec and Urry (1997) suggested, arguing that the conventional approach to tourism “tell[s] us 
very little about the diverse qualities of tourist experience” (p. 2). 
 Third, the current analysis identified and validated a new definitional construct, 
Contemporary Authenticity. This construct has never been quantitatively examined before, 
although some scholars, such as Cohen (1979, 1988, 2008), have conceptually discussed or 
qualitatively identified similar concepts. This new definitional construct of authenticity implies 
that some tourists may seek everyday contemporary reality in the destinations they visit, no 
matter how commercialized and/or globalized that reality is. This finding contradicts the 
modernist understanding of authenticity discussed by Boorstin (1964), MacCanell (1973, 1976), 
and Relph (1979), according to which commercialization destroys authenticity. From the 
modernist perspective, the authenticity of objects has a tangible quality that can objectively be 
determined by an undistorted standard. By contrast, the current results are in line with Cohen’s 
(1988) understanding of "emergent authenticity" (p. 379) and Massey’s (1997) acceptance of a 
"global sense of place" (p 323), both of which allow for the possibility of negotiation between 
old and new and between local and global.  
 Fourth, the current study also validated Denial of Authenticity as a definitional construct 
of object-oriented authenticity. Even though this construct has been conceptually discussed by 
tourism scholars, such as Chabra (2008), Wang (1999), and Steiner and Resinger (2006b), as an 
emerging perspective on authenticity, it has not been sufficiently quantified. Therefore, the 
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current results indicate that Denial of Authenticity is a valid definition of object-oriented 
authenticity, as distinguished from other definitions. 
 Fifth, Local Authenticity is not a valid definitional construct of object-oriented 
authenticity according to the current analysis, even though many scholars have assumed it to be.  
In other words, the results show that respondents thought of Local Authenticity to be related to 
other constructs rather than standing as a separate and distinct definitional construct. The results 
imply that the term “local” is contextual, meaning different things to different people in different 
contexts. Local Authenticity takes a different shape within each of the four definitional 
constructs in Object-oriented Scale, namely Traditional Authenticity, Scientific Authenticity, 
Contemporary Authenticity, and/or Denial of Authenticity.  
 Sixth, Self-Awareness and Free Expression, which many psychologists, such as Kernis 
and Goldman (2006) and Wood et al (2008), have distinguished in a more general context as two 
separate constructs of subject-oriented authenticity, were found to constitute only one distinct 
construct, Self-Discovery, within the tourism context. This means that respondents did not 
perceive Self-Awareness and Free Expression as different types of authenticity in the context of 
tourism. Therefore, it should be suggested that the concept of authenticity reflects different 
dimensions in different settings, since individuals understand the concept in tourist settings 
differently than they did in the more general psychological studies. Furthermore, this implies that 
tourism settings serve as liminal spaces, freeing individuals from their normal roles and social 
status: in tourism settings, the distinction between Self-Awareness and Free Expression is blurred, 
even though in one’s daily life, being aware of oneself and freely expressing oneself may seem to 
be quite different. This finding is in line with Kim and Jamal (2006) and Wang (1999) who point 
out that tourism settings allow for existential authenticity. 
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 Seventh and finally, the other two conceptual constructs of subject-oriented authenticity, 
Self-Involvement and Human Relationship, were also validated as distinct authenticity 
definitional constructs in the current analysis. Even though these two constructs have been 
conceptually discussed by previous researchers, including Gilmore and Pine (2007), Kolar and 
Zabkar (2010), Steiner and Reisinger (2006a), and Wang (1999), they have not sufficiently 
supported by quantitative evidence in the context of tourism. Therefore, the current results are 
meaningful in terms of identifying the sub-constructs of subject-oriented authenticity and testing 
the validity of the constructs because subject-oriented authenticity has been viewed as a one-
dimensional construct, namely existential authenticity, in most previous quantitative analysis.  
  
6.2 How does authenticity influence the tourist experience? 
 Employing descriptive statistics and step-wise multiple regression analysis, Phase II 
provides information about how various definitions of authenticity influence the tourist 
experience, particularly in urban tourism. The mean scores of the seven definitional constructs of 
authenticity showed the degree to which respondents were likely to seek authenticity in the 
context of tourism, while the stepwise multiple regression analysis revealed how respondents’ 
various definitions of authenticity influenced their preference for urban tourism and preferred 
urban attractions. The findings contribute to tourism research in eight important ways. 
 First, respondents’ definitions of authenticity did not serve as strong predictors of their 
preference for urban tourism or for preferred urban attractions. According to the multiple 
regression results, the R
2
 scores of the models were surprisingly low, although the R
2
 scores were 
consistently higher in Model 3 where the definitional constructs of both object- and subject-
oriented authenticity were included. This indicates that individual preference for urban tourism 
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and preferred urban attractions must be influenced by other factors and that the definitional 
constructs of authenticity alone are not sufficient predictors of these preferences.  
 Second, respondents’ preference for urban tourism was positively influenced by 
Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, and Self-Discovery. This indicates that 
individuals whose definition of authenticity is associated with Contemporary Authenticity, 
Denial of Authenticity, and/or Self-Discovery will tend to prefer to visit cities, while those whose 
definition of authenticity relies on Traditional Authenticity, Scientific Authenticity, Self-
Involvement and/or Human Relationship would not prefer to visit non-urban areas on their 
vacation. Regarding Object-oriented Authenticity, the results imply that urban areas attract 
tourists who focus less on traditional or scientific realities and relatively more on everyday 
contemporary, even commercialized or globalized, realities as a corollary to their concept of 
authenticity in the context of tourism. Regarding Subject-oriented Authenticity, the results 
indicate, somewhat more surprisingly perhaps, that urban areas are attractive spaces for those 
who define authenticity in tourism as a function of their own individuality.  
 Third, the current study confirms findings in previous studies on the influence of 
Traditional Authenticity and Scientific Authenticity. The current results showed that respondents 
whose definition of authenticity was associated with Traditional Authenticity and/or Scientific 
Authenticity preferred Historic Sites and Museums and Folk and Ethnic Sites to a statistically 
significant degree. This result is in line with Littrell, Anderson, and Brown’s (1993) finding that 
those who have an objectivist perspective on authenticity tend to enjoy historic, ethnic, and art 
activities, as well as Chabra (2010)’s finding that objective authenticity is closely related to 
heritage tourists. However, the current study shows meaningful variation between Traditional 
Authenticity and Scientific Authenticity. The results showed that respondents who relied on 
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Traditional Authenticity tended to prefer Shopping and Entertainment Sites, Everyday Spaces, 
and Night spots as well, while respondents who relied on Scientific Authenticity were quite 
different. Hence, one can conclude that Scientific Authenticity does not lead tourists to choose 
shopping or entertainment sites and actually leads them away from everyday spaces and night 
spots. This indicates that those who rely upon Scientific Authenticity tend to exclusively visit 
urban attractions associated with verifiable facts or history.    
 Fourth, both Contemporary Authenticity and Denial of Authenticity were found to 
influence the preference for Everyday Spaces, Shopping and Entertainment Sites, and Night 
Spots. This implies that those who don’t regard authenticity as an absolute, static concept 
preferred to visit places where object-oriented authenticity was not essential, meaningful, or 
provable. Interestingly, these two definitional constructs were not shown to have a significant 
negative impact on the preference for sites exhibiting object-oriented authenticity such as 
Historic Sites and Museums and Folk and Ethnic Sites. 
 Fifth, the definitional construct of Self-Discovery was found to only influence the 
preference for Night Spots. In other words, respondents who experience authenticity through 
discovering their own identity, personality, and individuality perceive bars, pubs, and night clubs 
in cities as great places to get in touch with their authentic selves. Given that night spots are 
places where deviant behavior is more likely to occur than elsewhere, this finding supports the 
conclusions of Kim and Jamal (2005), Uriely and Belhassen (2006), and Wang (1999) who 
suggested that tourism settings offer liminal environments where individuals more easily feel 
authentic when they are able to get away from their daily routine and express their secret selves. 
On the other hand, except for night spots, there are no other particular urban attractions that 
consistently attract tourists who want to discover or express their individuality.  
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 Sixth, the definitional construct of Self-Involvement was found to be the most influential 
factor affecting respondents’ preference for all six types of urban attractions. From this, one can 
conclude that those who define authenticity as the involvement in or connection to the sites they 
visit will visit the most sites. In fact, tourism scholars have frequently discussed the role of 
tourist involvement in the tourist experience, but they have not explored its relationship to the 
concept of authenticity. For example, Havitz and Dimanche (1990) defined tourism involvement 
as ‘‘a psychological state of motivation, arousal or interest between an individual and 
recreational activities, tourist destinations or related equipment, at one point in time’’ (p. 180). 
The current results are particularly in line with Clements and Josiam (1995) and Kim, Scott, and 
Crompton’s (1997) findings suggesting that highly involved tourists tend to actively participate 
in tourism related activities. 
 Seventh, the definitional construct of Human Relationship was found to influence the 
preference for Shopping and Entertainment Sites and Everyday Space, while it had a negative 
impact on the preference for Historic Sites and Museums. In line with many previous studies, the 
current results showed that shopping and entertainment attractions are considered to provide 
great opportunities for urban tourists who experience authenticity through relationships with 
other tourists, whereas historic sites and museums do not. Interestingly, Human Relationship did 
not significantly influence the preference for Night Spots, which might most obviously present 
the opportunity for meeting people. This means that the definitional construct of Human 
Relationship is associated more with “true relationship” (Wang, 1999), offered by kinship, 
friendship, or fellowship, than with superficial relationships night spots are likely to offer.  
 Eighth, most tourists choose shopping and entertainment sites, even though they hold 
quite different definitions of authenticity. The results showed that five of seven authenticity 
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definitional constructs, Traditional Authenticity, Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of 
Authenticity, Self-Involvement, and Human Relationship, positively influenced the preference 
for shopping and entertainment sites, while none of the seven authenticity definitional constructs 
negatively influenced it. This indicates that shopping and entertainment sites are attractive places 
for most tourists who visit urban areas, regardless of how they define authenticity. As a corollary 
to this, these attractions allow tourists to experience various types of authenticity, even though 
they are not typically perceived as being associated with the concept of authenticity due to their 
commercial nature. 
 
6.3 How do object- and subject-oriented authenticity interact in the context of tourism? 
 Employing correlation analysis and stepwise multiple regression analysis, Phase II also 
illuminated the relationship between object- and subject-oriented authenticity. Correlation 
analysis quantified the relationship in general, while stepwise multiple regression analysis 
examined how the two interacted in respondent preferences for particular types of urban 
attractions. These findings contribute to understanding the complicated relationship between 
object- and subject-oriented authenticity.  
 The two different types of authenticity were found to be significantly positively 
correlated with each other in many ways: Respondents tended to give a similar level of scores to 
both types of authenticity scales. In particular, the three definitional constructs on the Subject-
oriented Authenticity Scale were all positively correlated with the overall Object-oriented 
Authenticity Scale. This implies that tourists are likely to experience authenticity about toured 
objects and getting in touch with their authentic selves to a similar extent. 
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  More specifically, of the four definitional constructs on the Object-oriented 
Authenticity, only two constructs, Traditional Authenticity and Scientific Authenticity, were 
significantly positively correlated with Subject-oriented Authenticity. This means that tourists 
who think of authenticity in terms of Traditional/Scientific Authenticity are more likely to feel 
subjective authenticity than those who rely on Contemporary Authenticity and Denial of 
Authenticity. This finding is somewhat contradictory, contrasting with the general expectation 
that those who rely on tradition and science are likely to deny subjective aspects of authenticity. 
This reveals that particularly for objectivists, tourism settings are perceived as good 
opportunities or as liminal spaces to experience their authentic selves in ways they may not often 
experience in their everyday life due to social pressure or other factors.  
 Nevertheless, object-oriented authenticity and subject-oriented authenticity influence 
each other differently depending on the particular type of urban attraction being considered. On 
the one hand, preferences for Shopping and Entertainment Sites, Nature-based Sites, and Night 
Spots were not significantly affected by the correlations between the two authenticity scales. In 
other words, respondents’ preference for these types of urban attractions is influenced by 
particular constructs within either the Object- or Subject-oriented Scale, no matter how the other 
type of authenticity is defined. For example, those who think of authenticity in terms of 
Contemporary Authenticity and/or Denial of Authenticity are likely to prefer Shopping and 
Entertainment Sites and Night Spots, no matter how they define Subject-oriented Authenticity.  
 On the other hand, in terms of the preferences for Historic Sites and Museums, Folk and 
Ethnic Sites, and Everyday Spaces, Subject-oriented Authenticity significantly reduced the 
impact of Traditional Authenticity and Scientific Authenticity. In other words, although 
respondents who rely on Traditional / Scientific Authenticity seemed to prefer these types of 
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urban attractions, this influence is in fact produced as a function of the correlation between 
Traditional / Scientific Authenticity and Subject-oriented Authenticity. The preference for these 
attractions is in fact motivated by Subject-oriented Authenticity, since the influence of 
Tradition/Scientific Authenticity only became significant when Subject-oriented Authenticity 
was not controlled. This implies that those who rely on Traditional Authenticity and Scientific 
Authenticity may not prefer Historic Sites and Museums, Folk and Ethnic Sites, and Everyday 
Spaces if Subject-oriented Authenticity is not important to them.  
 However, in terms of the preferences for Historic Sites and Museums, Folk and Ethnic 
Sites, and Everyday Spaces, Object-oriented Authenticity did not significantly change the 
influence of any construct of Subject-oriented Authenticity. In other words, respondents’ 
preference for these types of urban attractions is influenced by particular constructs within 
Subject-oriented Authenticity, no matter how they think about Object-Oriented authenticity, 
For example, those who think of authenticity in terms of Human Relationships are likely to 
prefer Shopping and Entertainment Sites and Everyday Spaces and unlikely to prefer Historical 
Sites and Museums, no matter how they define Object-oriented Authenticity.    
 In sum, the current analysis offers four findings about the relationship between object- 
and subject-oriented authenticity in tourism settings: 1) tourists are likely to experience 
authenticity about toured objects and about getting in touch with their authentic selves to a 
similar extent; 2) there is no significant interaction between object- and subject-oriented 
authenticity in shopping, entertainment, nature-based sites, and night spots; 3) tourists’ definition 
of subject-oriented authenticity is significantly more influential in their preference for historic 
sites, museums, folk sites, ethnic sites, and everyday spaces than is their definition of object-
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oriented authenticity; and 4) tourists’ definition of object-oriented authenticity is not significantly 
influential in their definition of subject-oriented authenticity in any tourism setting. 
  In particular, the second, the third, and the fourth findings are closely associated with 
the previous literature, such as Bellhassen et al. (2008), Bellhassen and Caton (2006), Lau (2010), 
Steiner and Reisinger (2006a, 2006b), and Wang (1999), although the current results were not 
entirely consistent with any of these previous findings. For example, the current results support 
Steiner and Reisinger (2006a, 2006b) and Wang’s (1999) argument that tourists feel authentic in 
tourism settings, regardless of whether the toured object is authentic or not. However, the current 
results only partially support Steiner and Reisinger’s (2006a, 2006b) rejection of object-oriented 
authenticity since my results showed that in many urban attractions, object-oriented authenticity 
still significantly influences tourists’ preferences, independent of their definition of subject-
oriented authenticity.   
  Moreover, the current results are closely associated with Bellhassen et al.’s (2008) 
argument that object- and subject-oriented authenticity interact with each other rather than 
working independently in tourist experiences. However, according to the current analysis, this 
argument may be limited to particular types of tourist sites, such as heritage sites examined by 
these scholars and Historic Sites and Museums, Folk and Ethnic Sites, and Everyday Spaces, as 
shown in the current study; however, in some attractions like Shopping and Entertainment Sites, 
Nature-based Sites, and Night Spots, the object- and subject-oriented authenticity were not 
significantly intertwined. Therefore, their argument cannot be generalized given that the degree 
of interaction varies depending on the type of attractions. 
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CHAPTER VII 
CONCLUSION 
 
7.1 Research Overview 
 Since Boorstin and MacCannell initially discussed the concept of authenticity in the 
tourism context, it has long served a prominent role in understanding the tourist experience. 
However, due to its contextual, fluid nature and expansive range of connotations, the concept is 
still controversial and has generated numerous discussions among tourism scholars. Moreover, as 
the concept has recently been applied to a wider range of tourist experiences, from traditional 
tourist activities like visiting museums or historic sites to more popular activities like shopping, 
eating local food, or watching sports, numerous research questions have newly emerged and are 
ripe for more scholarly attention. Nevertheless, to date, the concept of authenticity has been 
limited to conceptual and interpretative research, and has not been sufficiently examined through 
quantitative research methods. 
 In this dissertation, I examined, employing a quantitative methodology, how individuals 
defined authenticity and how their different definitions affect their preference for urban tourism 
and preferred urban attractions, in order to address three main inquires surrounding the concept 
of authenticity: the definitions of authenticity, the influence of authenticity on the tourist 
experience, and the relationship between object- and subject-oriented authenticity. Considering 
various modern and postmodern dynamics of urban areas as well as a wide-range of tourist 
attractions, the relationship between authenticity and urban tourism was expected to offer rich 
findings for researchers to observe how the concept of authenticity is challenged, negotiated, 
perceived, and altered in the contemporary tourism market.  
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 In Phase I, I developed two separate scales of object- and subject authenticity and 
identified and validated authenticity definitional constructs. The results showed that there were 
seven valid definitional constructs of authenticity in the context of tourism: Traditional 
Authenticity, Scientific Authenticity, Contemporary Authenticity, Denial of Authenticity, Self-
Discovery, Self-Involvement, and Human Relationship. In Phase II, I examined the relationship 
between authenticity and urban tourism by utilizing step-wise multiple regression analysis. The 
results showed that the seven definitional constructs of authenticity predicted unique variances in 
the preference for urban tourism and preferred urban attractions. The current findings contribute 
to the ongoing discussion about the three main inquiries surrounding authenticity in several ways, 
as presented in the prior section above.  
 
7.2 Theoretical and Practical Implications 
 With due regard for the enduring popularity of authenticity in tourism studies as well as 
in the tourism industry, the current findings provide six important theoretical and practical 
implications. 
 First, in line with many previous studies, the current study confirmed that the concept of 
authenticity is not a one-dimensional construct; instead, it identified and validated four 
constructs for object-oriented authenticity and three constructs for subject-oriented authenticity. 
Given that tourist definitions of authenticity influence their preferences, the tourism industry as 
well as tourism researchers should pay more attention to the many possible meanings tourists 
may hold of authenticity in relation to particular tourism destinations. However, considering the 
low predictability of the definitional constructs of authenticity with respect to tourist preferences, 
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tourism researchers should examine additional factors as well to more accurately predict tourist 
behavior, at least with respect to urban tourism. 
 Second, the tourist experience is more significantly affected by what allows individuals 
to get in touch with their authentic selves than by what allows them to admit the authenticity of 
toured object. In other words, tourists are more likely to think of authenticity in terms of subject-
oriented authenticity than in terms of object-oriented authenticity and prone to visit an attraction 
that allows them to discover their authentic self, to feel connected, and/or to experience joy of 
human relationship, no matter how they evaluate the authenticity of toured object. In this regard, 
the tourism industry and tourism researchers should admit the role of subjectivity and realize that 
preserving, managing, and promoting the authenticity of objects, cultures, products, and food 
would not be effective without offering appropriate environments that lead tourists get in touch 
with their authentic selves. 
 Third, many tourists think of authenticity in terms of the degree to which they are 
involved in the attractions; this definitional construct of authenticity more strongly affects their 
preference for the attractions than any other definitional constructs of authenticity, regardless of 
attraction type. This indicates that to attract tourists, the tourism industry should provide 
opportunities that allow potential tourists to get familiar with the attractions in advance so as to 
be able to construct any and all personal connections with them. In addition, tourism researchers 
should pay more attention to how tourist self-involvement results in authentic experiences in the 
context of tourism.  
 Fourth, in the context of tourism, the concept of authenticity includes the everyday 
contemporary reality of destinations. Even though this definitional construct is still a minor part 
of authenticity as a whole, it significantly affects tourists’ preference for particular types of 
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attractions, such as shopping and entertainment sites, everyday spaces, and night spots. This 
implies that the tourism industry and tourism researchers should not limit the scope of 
authenticity to traditional, scientific, and existential aspects of authenticity. Instead, they should 
admit that an increasing number of tourists want to experience today’s local life and the banal 
and quotidian aspects of destinations, as offered in residential areas, bars and pubs, and local 
shopping places.   
 Fifth, in tourism settings, the concept of subject-oriented authenticity, particularly how 
individuals identify and express their authentic selves, is closely associated with the concept of 
liminality. Unlike in their everyday life, individuals understand their own individuality by 
expressing their authentic selves in tourism settings. Particularly in urban areas, night spots, like 
bars, pubs, and night clubs, serve as appealing places to get away from  normal roles and social 
status. As several previous studies emphasized, the current findings imply that the tourism 
industry should notice that tourists expect liminal aspects of destinations where they are free to 
behave differently than in their daily lives and that tourism researchers should focus more on 
how destinations offer such environments.  
 Sixth, the current study provides some findings about particular types of urban 
attractions in terms of authenticity. For example, shopping and entertainment sites were widely 
preferred by tourists whose definitions of authenticity range from Traditional Authenticity to 
Denial of Authenticity; conversely, nature-based sites were found to hardly be affected by 
individual definitions of authenticity. These findings imply that tourist attractions should be 
managed and promoted in terms of how they are differently signified by tourists who have 
different definitions of authenticity. At the same time, to satisfy many types of urban tourists, 
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urban tourism development should organize urban attractions with due regard for the aspects of 
authenticity with which they are associated, as suggested in the current study.  
 Seventh and finally, Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) is can be a useful research tool 
to provide reliable and inexpensive data for tourism researchers with a wide variety of research 
purposes, particularly those recruiting from the general American population. The current results 
demonstrate that MTurk provides a pool of research subjects that is balanced in terms of gender, 
age, income, education, and ethnicity, which may well be superior to traditional research pools 
that are limited to college students. Considering the extensive use of MTurk in other disciplines, 
such as psychology, consumer behavior, advertising, and education, and its various functions, it 
will be fruitful to further discuss the applicability of MTurk in tourism studies. 
 
7.3 Limitations and Future Research Directions 
 As an exploratory quantitative study on the concept of authenticity in urban tourism 
context, the current study inherently involves two primary limitations. It also suggests directions 
for future research.  
 First, the current study was based on the intentions and preferences of potential tourists 
regarding urban tourism, not on their actual behavior; therefore, respondents may not behave as 
reflected in the current findings when visiting actual tourist destinations. This limitation is due to 
the nature of the data collection method using MTurk, in which researchers are not able to recruit 
survey respondents who have ever been to particular destinations. As a result, the current study 
only provides overall tendencies about the phenomena explored, failing to address individualities 
of particular destinations. Considering the contextual and multifaceted nature of authenticity in 
tourism, it is certain that various attributes of particular destinations, such as historic, 
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geographical, economic, natural, and socio-cultural characteristics, may considerably affects 
individuals’ understanding of authenticity and their tourist behavior.  
 Second, the current study exclusively concentrated on the relationship between 
individuals’ definitions of authenticity and the preferences related to urban tourism; therefore, it 
did not address how individual personality traits or socio-cultural or demographic background 
affected their definition of authenticity and these preferences. As suggested in post-modern 
disciplines, such as semiotics, symbolic interactionism, and human geography, the process of 
individual signification is inherently influenced by personality traits and background as well as 
by desires, interests, beliefs, and expectations. As a result, the current findings are limited to 
identifying average tendencies of the phenomena without considering the numerous potential 
differences between individual tourists. 
 In sum, the current study involves some limitations inherent in quantitative research 
methods. Therefore, to enhance our understanding of authenticity in tourism, future research 
should focus on particularities in two ways: first, future researchers should examine the various 
definitions of authenticity tourists may hold in particular destinations and how these definitions 
influence their actual tourist experience; and second, future researchers should explore how 
individual personality traits and varied backgrounds influence individual definitions of 
authenticity and related tourist experiences. Furthermore, I strongly recommend a mixed 
methods approach to such studies, combining quantitative and qualitative methods. I believe that 
a mixed method approach draws from the strengths and minimizes the weaknesses of both 
methods. It would be particularly reasonable to illuminate postmodern tourism from both 
perspectives because there is no single absolute answer to socio-cultural phenomena in 
postmodern society. 
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APPENDIX A: A Consent Letter 
 
 
Dear Survey Participants, 
 
Thank you for considering participation in this research project to understand the relationship between authenticity 
and urban tourist behavior. It should only take 20 minutes to complete this questionnaire. Your help is important for 
the success of this study and participation is strictly voluntary. Submission of a completed questionnaire indicates 
your willingness to participate. Your cooperation and contribution for this study is greatly appreciated. 
 
Questionnaire Access: If you consent to participate in this survey by submitting this form, you will be directed to 
Survey Monkey Website to complete the questionnaire. You will receive payment upon verification that you have 
completed the questionnaire. 
 
Confidentiality: You will be identified in this study by a 5-digit subject identification number you will select at the 
end of this consent form. Therefore, any information that is obtained in connection with this study cannot be 
identified with you personally and will remain confidential. 
 
We understand that you may want to take extra precautions to ensure no one else can access your responses to the 
survey. Below are two methods that may help keep anyone else from accessing your survey answers.  
 
1. After completing the survey, be sure to close the browser window. This will ensure that other individuals will not 
have access to your survey responses by pressing the “back” button. 
 
2. Be sure to delete temporary internet files. This will ensure that other individuals will not be able to access your 
survey responses if subsequent participants were to open the webpage (Using the same computer) to complete the 
survey. 
 
Rights of Research Subjects: You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without 
penalty. You are not waiving any legal rights because of your participation in this research study. If you have 
questions, want additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation, please feel free to contact Changsup 
Shim or Dr. Carla Santos.  
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study, please contact the University of Illinois 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 (collect calls accepted if you identify yourself as a research participant) 
or via email at irb@illinois.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Changsup Shim, Investigator 
PhD Candidate, Department of Recreation, Sport and Tourism, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
Email: shim24@illinois.edu 
Phone: (217) 721-6298 
 
Dr. Carla A. Santos, RPI 
Associate Professor, Department of Recreation, Sport and Tourism, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
E-mail: csantos@illinois.edu 
Phone: (217) 244-3874 
 
Selection of 5-digit subject identification number (NOT 12345 or 54321) 
Please write this number down, as you will need to provide it at the end of the questionnaire.  
__ __ __ __ __ 
 
Certification 
I have read and understood the above information  
 
□ YES   □ NO 
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APPENDIX B: Survey Questionnaire (Phase I) 
 
 
 
I. Imagine that you are on a trip. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the authenticity of toured objects? 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
1 Contemporary is more authentic than traditional 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
2 Documents are proof of what is authentic 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
3 Globalization does not negatively affect the authenticity of things  1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
4 I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
5 I believe commercialization is compatible with authenticity 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
6 I believe in absolute truth 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
7 I can usually rely on what scholars or scientists say 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
8 I don't think anything is absolutely authentic 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
9 I like to see thing that are made by local people 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
10 I prefer things that are not commercialized 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
11 I trust things that are not influenced by global culture. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
12 I trust things that are supported by scientific research 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
13 I want local people to confirm local facts. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
14 I want to keep things made in a traditional manner. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
15 I'm not interested in whether things are authentic or not 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
16 It’s too hard to see the real 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
17 New things seem more authentic to me than old things. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
18 The authenticity of things cannot be proved 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
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II. Imagine that you are on a trip. When do you feel you are in touch with your authentic self? 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
1 when I act in accordance with my values 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
2 when I am around friends or family 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
3 when I am aware of what motivates me 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
4 when I am comfortable in relationships 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
5 when I am in touch with my roots 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
6 when I behave without succumbing to peer pressure. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
7 when I experience something that triggers a memory 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
8 when I feel a sense of belonging 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
9 when I feel connected to my past 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
10 when I feel connected to my surroundings 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
11 when I fit in 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
12 when I forge my own path 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
13 when I freely express myself. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
14 when I get in touch with my own individuality 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
15 when I know how I really feel inside 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
16 when I recognize my strengths and weaknesses 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
17 when I share my deep dark secrets 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
18 when I take a stand regardless of the consequences 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
  
III. Do you agree or disagree with these statements?  
 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
 
1 I would rather visit urban areas than non-urban areas on vacation. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
2 Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit on vacation 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
3 I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
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IV. Where do you prefer to visit in urban areas? 
 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
1 Amusement parks 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
2 Art museums and galleries 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
3 Bars and pubs  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
4 Big box stores 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
5 Botanical gardens 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
6 Casinos 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
7 Churches, Temples, Mosques 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
8 Commercial and shopping streets 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
9 Concert venues 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
10 Convenience stores 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
11 Corner or specialty shops 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
12 Ethnic restaurants 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
13 Ethnic districts  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
14 Folklore museums and folk villages 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
15 Franchise restaurants 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
16 Governmental buildings 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
17 Historic districts 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
18 History museums 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
19 Industrial areas  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
20 Local restaurants 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
21 Monuments 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
22 Movie theaters 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
23 Neighborhood parks  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
24 Night clubs 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
25 Observatories 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
26 Office areas 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
27 Public squares 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
28 Residential areas 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
29 Skycrafters 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
30 Schools  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
31 Seas, rivers and lakes 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
32 Shopping centers and malls 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
33 Souvenir shops 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
34 Sports venues and stadiums 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
35 Street vendors 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
36 Traditional markets 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
37 Zoos and aquaria 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
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V. Demographic Information 
 
1. What is your gender?  ____Male   ____Female 
 
2. What is your age? _____ 
 
3. Which categories describe your total income level before taxes? 
____Under $25,000     ____$25,000-$49,999   ____$50,000-$74,999 
____$75,000-$99,999   ____$100,000-$124,999   ____$125,000-$149,999 
____$150,000-174,999  ____$175,000-$199,999   ____$Over $200,000 
 
4. What is your highest level of education you have completed? 
 
____Less than high school degree   ____High school degree    ____Some college, but no degree 
____Bachelor’s degree   _____ Graduate degree 
 
5. What is your ethnic background? 
____African American/Black   _____Asian   _____Hispanic 
____Caucasian/White   _____Other 
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APPENDIX C: Survey Questionnaire (Phase II) 
 
 
 
I. Imagine that you are on a trip. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
the authenticity of toured objects? 
 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
1 Contemporary is more authentic than traditional 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
2 Globalization does not negatively affect the authenticity of things  1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
3 I believe ancient or traditional things are more authentic 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
4 I believe commercialization is compatible with authenticity 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
5 I can usually rely on what scholars or scientists say 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
6 I don't think anything is absolutely authentic 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
7 I prefer things that are not commercialized 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
8 I trust things that are not influenced by global culture. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
9 I trust things that are supported by scientific research 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
10 I want to keep things made in a traditional manner. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
11 The authenticity of things cannot be proved 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
 
II. Imagine that you are on a trip. When do you feel you are in touch with your authentic self? 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
1 when I am aware of what motivates me 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
2 when I am comfortable in relationships 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
3 when I am in touch with my roots 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
4 when I experience something that triggers a memory 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
5 when I feel a sense of belonging 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
6 when I feel connected to my past 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
7 when I feel connected to my surroundings 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
8 when I forge my own path 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
9 when I freely express myself. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
10 when I get in touch with my own individuality 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
11 when I know how I really feel inside 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
12 when I recognize my strengths and weaknesses 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
13 when I take a stand regardless of the consequences 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
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III. Do you agree or disagree with these statements?  
 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
 
1 I would rather visit urban areas than non-urban areas on vacation. 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
2 Cities and urban areas are great destinations to visit on vacation 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
3 I often visit cities and urban areas on vacation 1  2  3  4  5  I don’t know 
 
 
IV. Where do you prefer to visit in urban areas? 
 
(1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree   3 = Neutral   4 = Agree   5 = Strongly Agree) 
 
1 Amusement parks 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
2 Art museums and galleries 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
3 Bars and pubs  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
4 Botanical gardens 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
5 Convenience stores 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
6 Ethnic restaurants 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
7 Ethnic districts  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
8 Franchise restaurants 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
9 Historic districts 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
10 History museums 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
11 Monuments 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
12 Movie theaters 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
13 Night clubs 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
14 Office areas 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
15 Residential areas 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
16 Schools  1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
17 Seas, rivers, and lakes 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
18 Shopping centers and malls 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
19 Sports venues and stadiums 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
20 Street vendors 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
21 Traditional markets 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
22 Zoos and aquaria 1     2     3     4     5   I don’t know 
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V. Demographic Information 
 
1. What is your gender?  ____Male   ____Female 
 
2. What is your age? _____ 
 
3. Which categories describe your total income level before taxes? 
____Under $25,000     ____$25,000-$49,999   ____$50,000-$74,999 
____$75,000-$99,999   ____$100,000-$124,999   ____$125,000-$149,999 
____$150,000-174,999  ____$175,000-$199,999   ____$Over $200,000 
 
4. What is your highest level of education you have completed? 
 
____Less than high school degree   ____High school degree    ____Some college, but no degree 
____Bachelor’s degree   _____ Graduate degree 
 
5. What is your ethnic background? 
____African American/Black   _____Asian   _____Hispanic 
____Caucasian/White   _____Other 
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